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John B. O'Neal, Fairfax, S. C., in. pl-ace of Willie L. Nelson, Mount Vernon, Tex., in 

J . B. O'Neal. Incumbent's commission ex- place of W. L. Nelson. Incumbent's com-
pired March 25, 1942. mission expired April 11, 1942. 

Lorna M. Hutson, Hardeeville, S. C., in Mae Whi,tley, New Waverly, Tex., in place · 
place of L. M. Hutson. Incumbent's commis- of Mae Whitley. Incumbent's commission ex-
sian expired March 25, 1942. pired April 11, 1942. · 

George M. Faile, Kershaw, S. C., in place · . Lizzie F. Grissette, North Zulch, Tex., in 
of H. B. Taylor~ Res!gned. . , . place of L. F. Grissette. Incumbent's com- , 

John W. Wlllis, Lynchburg, S. C., in place xpission expired March 28; 1942. 
of J. W. Willis. Incumbent's commission Stella Jarrett, ·Olden, Tex., in place of 
expired March 25, 1942. ' I Stella Jarrett. Incuil;>.bei_lt's comm~ssion ex-· 
· James M. Muirhead, Mount Pleasant, S. C., pired December 23, 1941. 
in place of J . M. Muirhead. Incumbent's ' · Theodore M. Herring, San Angelo, Tex.,· in 
commitsion expired March 25, 19-42. place of T. M. Herring. Incumbent's com-

William S. Gibson, Sharon, S. C., in place ' mission expired April 11, 1942. 
of w. s . Gibson. Incuml;>ent's commission· : ~ Edgar F. Bonorden, Sinton, - ~ex., in place 
expired March 25, 1942. _ : of E. F. Bonorden. ,Incumbent's commission . 

Earle M. Wharton, . Ware . Shoals, S . . C., in , expired April 1.1, , 1942. 
place .of E. M. Wharton. Incumbent's com- Marc.us .E. Cannon, Thornton, _ Tex., in · 
mission expired July 28, 1941. · 

1 
place of M. E. Cannon. Incumbe-nt's commfs- . 

George C. Cartwr~ght, York, S .. C., ·in place· 1 sion expired March- 28, 1942. ' - ' . 
· of G. c. Cartwright: ·· Incumbent's cotnmis- , · Walter · J : Hl,lff, Trenton, -Tex., in 'place of 
~ion expired March 25, 1.942. · W. ' J . Huff'. Incumbent's commission expired. 

SOUTH ' DAK~TA i Ml!rCh 28, 1942,. . . . 
J. Edward Meyer, Mobridge,.S.. Dak., in pla:ce . ~amuel_l'4. Peacock, Wickett, Tex., in place. 

of Carl Hildebrandt,· deceased. · · ' of. B. A. Wr;i.sten, res~gned. · 
· George D. Blake, ·Spearfish, ·s. Dak., in place 
of J. P. O'Neill, remo.ved. 

TENNESSEE 
Lillian G. Freemon, Ledma, Tenn., in place 

of L. G. Freemon . .' Incumbent's commission 
expired ~ebruary 4, 1942._ . . _ ·_ , 
. William S. Fields, Milan, Tenn:,· in place 

of W. ·s : Fields·.: Incumbent's commission: 
·expii ed February 16, )9.41. _ ~ _ · . . . 
· James H. Davenpqrt, Soddy, Tenn., in piace 
of J.. H :-Davenport. ' Incumbent's commission· 
expir_ed April 2·, i942. , · 
· · Pbil W. Campbell-, Tiptcmville, 'I:enn., in 
place of P. W. Campbf!ll. lncumbent'.s 90~
mission- expired· March- 1, 19~2. ·- . 

Floyd Mitchell, Tullahoma, Tenn., in place 
of Floyd Mitc~ell. ·Incumbent'.s comm~ion' 
expired April 3, 1941. -

James K. St. Clair, White Bluff, ' 'l'emi., in 
place of J . K. St. ' Ciair. Incumbent's com-' 
mission expired December 8, 1941. · · 

' TEXAS - , 
Marie E. Parker, Anahuac, Tex., iri place of 

M. E. Par-ker. Incumbent's commission ex
pired' March 28, 1942. 
- John R .. Griffin, Blooming Grove, Tex., in 
place of J. R. Griffin. -Incubent's commission 
expired March 28, 1942. . 

Emory D. Cotten, Brownsboro, Tex., in 
place . of E. D. Cotten. Incumb-ent's commis
sion expired March 28, 1942. 

Minnie P . Irving, Center Point, Tex., in 
place of M. P . Irving. Incumbent's commis-. 
sion expired March 28, 1942. . 

Lee M. Feagin, Celmesneil, Tex., in place 
of L. M. Feagin . Incumbent's commission ex
pired November 27, 1941. 

Kathleen H . Godsey, Crockett, Tex., in place 
of K . H. Godsey: Incumbent's commission 
expired April 6, 1942. 

Carlos D. Berry, Dawson, Tex., in place of 
C. D. Berry. Incumbent's commission ex-
pired ltarch 28, 1942. . 

Gordon Keith Denman, Dumas, Tex., in 
place of G. K. Denman. Incumbent's com
mission expired .March 28, 1942. . 

oscar W. Koym, East Bernard, Tex., in 
place of 0 . W . Koym. Incumbent's commis-
sion expired April 11, 19!2.. · 

Edgar ·W. Brooks; Eldorado, Tex., in place 
of E. W. Brooks. Incumbent's commission 
expired March 28, 1942. - · 

Lonnie Childs, Fairfield, Tex., in place ot 
Lonnie Childs. Incumbent's commission ex
pired -April ·6, 1942 .-

Gladys M. Waters, Grandview, "rex., in 
place of G . M. Waters. Incumbent's commis
sion expired March 28, 1942. 

Warren C. Fargason, Hermleigh, Tex., in 
place of W. C. Fargason. Incumbent's com
mission expired April 11, 1942.-

Julius D. Gibbs, Kingsville, Tex., in place 
of J.D. Gibbs. Incumbent's commission ex
pirer' March 28, 1942. 

VERMONT 
' . 

- David A : Aubin, Vergennes, Vt:, in place of 
: W. K . Powers, re-?igned. · 
I VIRGINIA 
I .--- .._ ' 

R. Milton Crump, Cheste~. Va., in pl,ace of 
A. T. Organ, deceased. 

, - Ira D. Newcomb, Clarksville, Va:, .in place 
· of I . D. Newcomb. Incumbent's comlhission· 
: expired .i\pril ll, -1_942. · 

_ Kenne1;h-H. :Woo:tl'y, -Crewe·,:.Va.; ip. .place of. 
. K. H . . Woody .. • Incumbent's commission ex-
' pire9 April 12,- 1942.. . . . 
I - Burley M: Garner, .Emporta, va., in pl_?.Ce pf 

B. M . . Garner. Incumbent's commission ex-
pir..ed April ' 1, 1942. . · 

James H. Ashby, Exmore, Va., in place of. 
J.. H. Ashby. Incumbent's commission ex
pired Marcll ·25, 1942 . . 

Alfred _C. Darden;· Fort Monroe, ·ya :, in· 
pl,ace of -A. C. Darden. Incumbent's com-

. mi~ion expired _April 1, 1942. . 
E. Keith Taylor, Hanover, Va., in place of 

L. L. Jacobs, deceased. _ 
Margaret H. Hardy, McKenney, Va ., in place 

' of ·M. :Ei-' _}Jardy. ~ncumbent's commission. 
I expired April 1, 1942. 

Joseph W. Harvey, Montrose,· Va.;_ ir-, place 
of J . W. Harvey. Incumbent,s corp.mission 
expired ·}4arc;:h 25, 1942. 
• Leslie. N. Ligon, Pamplin; Va., in _place of 

L .. N. Ligon. Incumbent's com.mission ex- . 
pired ·April 1, 1942 . · 

John P. Mugler, Phoebus, Va., in place ·of 
J. P. Mugler. Incumbent's commissioJ+ ex
pired March 25, 1942. 
.. James V. Lewis, Prospect, Va., in place of 
J . V. Lewis. Incumbent's commission ex
pired April -1, 1942. 

Joseph F. Judkins, Surry, Va., in place of 
J. F. Judkins. Incumbent's commission ex
pired April 1, 1942. 

Jesse F . West, Jr., Waverly, Va., in place of 
J. F. West, Jr. Incumbent's commission ex
pired April 1, i942 . . 

R. Tyler Bland, West Point, Va., in place 
of R. T. Bland. Incumbent's commission ex
pired ;april 12, 1942. _ 

WASHINGTON 

Mable R. Clothier, Burien, Wash., in place 
of M. R. Clothier. Incumbent's commission 
expired December 1, 1941. 

·· Or.ris E. Marine, Colton, Wash., in place of 
0. E. Marine. Incumbent's commission ex-

' pired April 1, 1942. · , 
Adrian C. Gehres, Connell, Wash., in place 

of A. C. Gehres. Incumbent's commission 
expired April 1, 1942. 

Mary E. -Brown, Sequim, Wash., in place of 
M. E. Brown. Incumbent's commission ex
pired March 25, 1942. 

G.eorge • P. Fishburne, Tacoma, Wash., in 
place of G. P . Fishburne. Incumbent's com-
mission expired April 1, 1942. · 

Grover C. Houtchens, Waitsburg, Wash., in . 
place of G . C .. Houtchens. Incumbent's com- . 
mission expired March 25, 1942. 

Joshua E. Leander, White Bluffs, Wash., in 
place of J. E. Leander. Incumbent's commis
s-ion expired March 25, 1942; 

. WEST VIRGINIA 
. Warren H. Miller, Spencer,. w .·va., in place 

of L. A. Douglas, deceased. 
Myrtle W. Orndorff; Wardei'...sville, W. Va., 

in place of M. W. Orndorff. Incumbent's 
commission ~xpired . December 15, 1941. _ 

WISCONSIN .· 
Charles N. Cody, Antigo, Wis., in place of 

C. N. Cody: Incumbent's commission expired 
; April 12, 1942. . 

Joseph 9 . Goff, . Bristol, Wis., in pla~e of 
J. 0. Goff. Incumbent's commission expired 
4prll -26, 1942. - ·. ' -- · · · · 

Te~( Cole, ·cashton, Wis., in place of Ted · 
Cole·. Incumbent's commission expired· April' 
1'2, 1942·. . . - - ·_ . 

1 • Frank N. Scherer, Kohler, Wis.-, in place .of 
F. N. Scherer, Incumbent's commission e?C
pired April 26, 1942, . _ 

Hilary T. Karis, Norwalk, Wis., in place of 
H : T. Karis. - Incumbent's commission · ex·.:. 

~ pired· April.-26, -1942.: . . 
· Clffford · T ... Peterson, Poplar; Wi's. Office' 

oecame Presi~ential July 1; 194~. · : ' - · 
·- eharles F : He!lld, Sheboygan Falls, Wis., in . 

: plac;:e :Of C. F. Heald. _Apri!- 12,_ 194~. · · 
I - Ho.ward .F .. Vande, litH, w_es,~ -n~ Per~. _ \_ll/is .• : 
in~ plac~ of :H , ·F .- yande Hei. --Inc~mbent's 
commission expired February 2, 194~. · _ · . : 
·~ --~ - -~ ~·-~-..--~ . 

--- -..... ··- - .;. . 

. CONFIRMATIONS -

, Executive ·.nominations confirmed by , 
· the Senate May_ 15, 1942: · -~- . 
' - ' UNITED STATES PUBL;IC HEALTH SEI!,V~CE 
~ To BE MEDICAL nmEcTORS IN THr trNITED' S''i'ATES 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
· John D; Reichard · 

Vance B. Murray . 
TO BE SENIOR SURGEONS IN THE . UNITED STATES 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
Winfield K : Sharp,.Jr. 
Fred T. Foard. . 
Ralph L. Lawrence 
' . . P-OSTMASTER 

Roy L. Nolen, Montgomery, Ala. 

SENATE . 
MONDAY, MAy 18,_ 1942 

(Legislative day of Friday, May 15, 1942) . 

Rev. Frederick Brown Harris, · D. D., 
minister, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following· 
prayer: 

Our Father God, Thy life is the breath 
of our-being; Thy love is the light of otir 
homes; Thy righteousness alone is the· 
glory of our Nation: Thou, hast taught 
us to love truth and beauty and good
ness. May Thy truth make us free-free 
from pettiness and prejudice and pride 
and from the ugly sins that doth so 
easUy beset us. Lift us above the mud 
and scum of .mere things to the beauty of 
Thy holiness, where even daily drudgery 
may be edged with crimson and gold. 
Lead us in the paths of righteousness for 
Thy name's sake. 

Enrich us with those durable satisfac
tions of life so that the multiplying years 
may not find us bankrupt in those tJ::ling~ 
that matter most-the golden currency 
of faith and hope and · love. In these· · 
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times that try our souls, our faith, our 
loyalty, as we gird the ·might of the Na
tion to defend the things we hold nearest 
our hearts, · m~y we ·take care to 
strengthen the spiritual roots of our de
mocracy. Give us .eyes to see that all 
the values we have solemnly vowed to 
preserv~ . at any cost are rooted in the 
eternal realm. So in a torn and· troubled 
day may we toil in these fields of time in 
the sense of the Eternal. In the name 
that is above every name we ask it. 
Amen.. · 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, · the reading of the · 
Journal of the proceedings of the calen
dar· day Friday, May· 15, 1942, was dis
pepsed with, and the · Journal was ap
proved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT-
. AF'PROV AL OF A BILL 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commvni
cated to the Semite by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries, who also announced that. 
on May 16, 19-±Z, the President had ap
proved and signed the act (8. ·210)- to 
amend the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended, to provide for the regulation. of 
freight forwarders. 
AMENDMENT ·oF NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE 

INSURANCE ACT 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before tbe 
Senate a letter from the Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs, transmitting a draft of 
pr.oposed legislation to amend subsection 
(3) of section 602 (d) of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act, as amended, 
and for other purposes, which, with the 
accompanying paper, was referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

PETITIONS AND MEMOl:tiALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate or presented and referred as 
indicated: 

By the viCE PRESIDENT: 
Petitions of sundry citizens of the States 

of Alabama, Iowa, and New York, praying for 
the enactment of the bill (S. 860) to provide 
tot the common defense in relation to the . 
sale of alcoholic liquors to the members of 
the land . and naval forces of the United 
States l\nd to provide for the wp:pression of 
vice in the vicinity of military camps and 
naval establishments; ordered to lie on the 
table. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
A petition, numerously signed, of members 

of Trinity Methodist Church, of lola, Kans., 
praying for the enactment of the bill (S. 860) 
to provide for the common defense in rela~ 
tion to the sale of alcoholic _liquors to the 
members of the land and naval· forces of the 
United States and to provide for tlie suppres
sion of vice in the vicinity of military camps 
and naval establishments; ordered to lie on 
the table. 

By Mr. PEPPER (for Mr. DoWNEY): 
Petitions signed by 89 citizens of Stanis

laus County', and 45 members of the Em
manuel Bible class, First Methodist Church, 
of Oakland, all in the State of California, 
praying for the enactment of the bill (S. 860) 
to provide for the common defense in rela
tion to the sale of alcoholic liquors to the 
members of the land and naval forces of the 
United States and to provide for the sup
pression of vice in the vicinity of military · 
camps and naval establishments; ordered to 
lie on the table. 

By Mr. TYDINGS,: 
. Petitions of ·sundry citizens of the State of 
Maryland, praying for the enactment of the 
bill (S. 860) to provide for the common de
fense in relation· to the sale of' alcbliolic 
liquors to the members of the land and naval 
forces of the United States and to provide 
for the suppression of vice in the vicinity of 
military ·camps and naval establishments; or-
dered to lie ·on the table. · 

By Mr. WAGNER: 
A resolution adopted by the Board of . 

Supervisors of Broome County, N. Y., favor
ing the use of a portion of excess grain now 
in storage for the making of alcohol for war 
industries in place of sugar needed for hu
man consumption; to . the. Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

Petitions, numerously signed, of· sundry 
citizens and members of J;eligious organiza
t iC?ns, all in the State of New York, praying 
for the enactment of the bill (S. 860) to pro
vide for the common defense in relation to 
the sale of alcoholic liquors to the members 
of the land and naval forces of the United 
States and to provide for the suppression of 
vice in the vicinity of military camps and 
naval establishments; ordered to lie on the 
table. · 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committee& 
were submitted: 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

H. R. 6599. A bill making appropriations 
for the Department of State, the Department 
of Justice, the Department of Commerce, 
and the Federal judiciary, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1943, and for other pur
poses; with amendments (Rept. No. 1347} .. 

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections: 

S . 2471. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to prevent pernicious political ac
tivities," approved August 2, 1939, as 
amended, with respect to its application to 
officers and employees of educational, re
Ugious, eleemosynary, philanthropic, and 
cultural institutions, establishments, and 
agencies, commonly known as the Hatch 
Act;. without amendment (Rept. No. 1348). 

By Mr. HOLMAN, from the Committee on 
Milit ary Affairs : 

S. 2310. A bill for the relief of Roy Chand
ler; without amendment (Rept. No. 1349). 

By Mr. REYNOLDS. from the Committee 
on Military Affairs: 

S . 2437. A bill to amend section 9 of the . 
act of August 18, 1941 (Public, No. 213 , 77th 
Cong.) , by striking out the proviso thereto 
which requires a monthly report by the Sec
retary of War to the Congress of the number 
of men in active training and service; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 1350); 

S. 2488. A bill to authorize the exchange 
of lands in the city of Philadelphia, Pa., 
between the War Department and the city· 
of Phihidelphia, trustee under the will of 
Stephen Girard, deceased; ·without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1351); and 

H. R. 6979. A bill to authorize an increase 
of the number of cadets at the United States 
Military Academy and to provide for main
taining the corps of cadets at authorized 
strength; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1352). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BROOKS: 
S. 2530. A bill for the relief of ·Howard M. 

Sandus; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. MEAD: 

S. 2531. A bill for the relief of Lenora B. 
Morris; to the Committee on Claims. -

By Mr. OVERTON: 
s. 2532 A bill for the relief of John Wilkes 

Booth 2d; to the Committee on Claims. 

·By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 2533. A bill to provide for the tempo

rary 1,lSe by. the United States Navy· of t he 
Indian school at Wahpeton, N. Dak.; to the 
Committee on .Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LEE: 
S. 2534. A bill to authorize the purchase of 

certain. interests in lands and mineral de
posits by the United States from the Choc
taw . and Chickasaw Nations of Indians; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. VAN NUYS: 
S 2535. A bill relating to the payment of 

fees, expenses, and costs of witnesses and 
jurors and the accounting therefor, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McNARY: 
s. 2536. A bill for the relief of Harriet B. 

Rickards; to the Committee on Claims~ 
By Mr. BARKLEY: . 

S . 2537. A bill for the relief of Thelma Can
non. McGroary; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MEAD: 
S. :a538. A bill to amend the f)..Ct entitled "An 

act extending· the classified civil service to 
include -postmasters of the first, second, and 
third classes, and for other purposes," ap
proved June 25, 1938, as amended; to the 
Committee on . Civil Service. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 
S. 2539. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act authorizing vessels of Canadian 
registry to transport iron ore on the Great 
Lakes duz:ing 1942," approved January 27, 
1942 (Public Law· 416, 77th Cong.) , to con
.tinue it In force during the existing war; · to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr, PEPPER (for himself and Mr. 
DOWNEY): 

S. 2540. A bill authorizing and directing the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation to create 
a subsidiary corporation to be known as 
the War Distress Finance Corporation, to 
deal with cases of business ,distress and finan
cial hardship attribl,ltable to the war and 
causes related thereto, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

. APPLICATION OF CIVIL SERVICE LAWS TO 
ASSISTANT OR DEPUTY HEADS OF CER
TAIN INTERIOR DEPARTMENT BU
REAUS-AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
CERTAIN POSTMASTERS 

Mr. MEAD submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H. R. 3488) to provide that assistant 
or deputy heads of certain bureaus in the 
Department of the Interior shall be ap
pointed under the civil-service laws, an:i 
for other purposes, which was referred to 
the Committee on Civil Service and or
dered to be printed. 

WOMEN'S NAVAL RESERVE CORPS
AMENDMENT 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit an amend
ment which I intend to propose to the 
bill (S. 2527) to expedite the war effort 
by releasing officers and men for duty at 
sea and their replacement by women in 
the shore establishment of the Navy, 
and for other purposes. On March 19, 
1942, I introduced a bill <8. 2388) to es
tablish a Women's Auxiliary Reserve in 
the Navy, and for other purposes. This 
bill was referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs and by that committee re
ferred to the Navy Department for rec
ommendation and approval. On April 
16, 1942, the Navy Department reported 
that it recommended enactment · of Sen
ate bill 2388, and advised there would be 
no objection by the Bureau of the Budget 
to the submission of its recommendation. 
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After the introduction of Senate bill 

2388, I received numerous requests from 
interested persons that the name "Wom
en's Auxiliary Reserve in the Navy," be 
changed to "United States Navy Wom
en's Reserve Corps" in order to avoid 
con:fiict with the name "Coast Guard 
Auxiliary," which had been in existence 
as a department of Reserve since Feb
ruary 19, 1941. Among these requests 
was one from Vice Admiral R. R. 
Waesche, Commandant, United States 
Coast Guard, which I desire to have in
serted in the REcoRD at this point. It 
sets forth the reason for the change. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

APRIL 18, 1942. 
Hon. RAYMOND E. WILLIS, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: There are appended 
hereto a copy of letter dated April 17, 1942, 
from Mr. Elliott M. Feinberg, 230 West Forty
first Street, New York, N. Y., together with 
copy of my reply to him, in which concern 
is felt over the introduction of the word 
"auxiliary" in the naming of the Navy wom
en's reserve organization. 

The membership of the Coast Guard Aux-
11iary is composed almost solely of men who 
are owners of · motorboats and yachts, the 
pertinent law establishing the Coast · Guard 
Auxiliary and prescribing its duties being 
appended hereto for your ready reference. 

I can very easily appreciate the concern 
of the membership of the Coast Guard Aux
iliary that the public might regard it as a 
women's organization through the use of the 
word "auxiliary" in the proposed naming of 
tJ;le women's reserve organizations of the 
Army and Navy. One of the suggestions re
ceived at this office, and which would seem 
to take care of the situation, would be the 
naming of the organization as "United States 
Navy Women's Reserve Corps." 

Very sincerely yours, 
R. R . WAESCHE, 

V1ce Admiral, United States 
Coast Guard, Commandant. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, in order 
to meet certain objections to Senate bill 
2527, I ask that the letter I have pre
sented, together with the amendment in
tended to be proposed by me, be referred 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs for 
consideration. I also ask that the 
amendment may be printed and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the amendment of the Se~ator 
from Indiana will be received, printed, 
and printed in the RECORD, and, together 
with the letter, will be referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
WILLIS was referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs, as follows: 

Amendment intended to be proposed by 
Mr WILLis to the bill (S. 2527) to expedite 
the war effort by releasing officer·s and men 
for duty at sea and their replacement .by 
wom en ir. the !ihore establishment of -the 
Navy, and for other purposes, viz: On page 1, 
to ~:;trike out line 6 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following : 

"Title V Un ited States Navy Women's Re
serve Corps " 

Strike out the words "Women's Auxiliary 
Reserve" "Auxiliary Reserve", and "Reserve" 
wherever they appear in said bill and insert 
in ..t ieu thereof the words "Women's Reserve 
Corps." 

ADDITIONAL CLERK, · COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR 

Mr. WALSH (for Mr. THOMAS of Utah) 
submitted the following resolution <S. 
Res. 251), which was referred to the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Con
tingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That tlie Committee on Education 
and Labor is hereby authorized to employ, 
during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1942, 
an additio~al ~lel'k at the rate of $1,800 per 
annum from the contingent fund of the 
Senate. 

HELP WIN THE WAR-ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR LEE 

[Mr. LEE asked and obtained leave to have 
printed in the Appendix of the RECORD a radio 
address delivered by him on May 14, 1942, on 
the subject Help Win the War, which appears 
in· the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR LUCAS TO JEWISH 
WAR VETERANS 

. [Mr. BROWN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address -deliv
ered by Senator LUCAS to the Jewish War Vet
erans, New .York City, May 17, 1942, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR ~LEY ON THE 
NATION AT WAR 

(Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Appendix of the RECORD 
an address delivered by him at the Seventh 
District American Legion Conference at 
Adams, Wis., May 3, 1942, on the subject The 
Nation at War, which appears in the Ap
pendix.] 

ALCOHOL AND BUTADIENE-ADDDRESS BY 
SENATOH LANGER 

[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address pre
pared to be delivered by him on the subject 
of alcohol and butadiene, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

TRIBUTE BY THE LATE DR. ZEBARNEY T. 
PIDLLIPS TO PERCY E. BUDLONG 

[Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Appendix of the RECORD 
the last public utterance of Dr. Z~Barney T. 
Phillips, late Chaplain of the Senate, in trib
ute to the late Official Reporter of debates of 
the Senate, Percy E. Budlong, which appears · 
in the ApJ?endix.] 

WOOL-PRODUCTS LABELING ACT
STATEMENT BY HENRY MILLER 

[Mr. SCHWARTZ asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Appendix of the REc
ORD a statement made over the radio by Henry 
Miller, Director, Trade Practice Conferences 

· Division, Federal Trade Commission, -on the 
subject of . the new wool-products labeling 
act, which appears in the Appendix.] 

CONTROL OF LIQUOR TRAFFIC AND SUP-
PRESSION OF VICE AROUND .MILITARY 
CAMPB-OPEN LETTER TO · PRESIDENT 
ROOSEVELT 
(Mr. JOHNSON 9f Colorado asked and ob- · 

tained leave to have printed in the RECORD 
an open letter to President Roosevelt, relative 
to the control of liquor traffic and suppres
sion of vice around military camps, which ap
pears in the Appendix.] 

MORE WEST POINTS AND ANN~POLISES-: 
EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON TIMES
HERALD 

[Mr. BILBO asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the· RECORD an editorial frQm 
the Washington Times-Herald of May 18, 
1942, entitled "More West Points and Annap
olises," which appears in the Appendix.} 

THE RELEASE OF BROWDE_R-EDITORIAL 
FROM THE NEW YORK TIMES 

(Mr. HOLMAN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an editorial from 
the New York Times of May 18, 1942, entitled 
·"The Release of Browder," which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

THE REYNOLDS METALS CO. 

- Mr. HILL. Mr. President, 2 years aao 
today an old "friend, Han. Marion M. 
Caskie, fbrmer Chairman of · the Inter
state Commerce Commission, then vice 
president of the Reynolds Metals· Co., 
brought to my omce the president of his 
company, Mr. R. S. Reynolds. It was 
my first meeting with Mr. Reynolds, but 
with great earnestness he asked me to 
make a few notations. In the light of 
subsequent history I wish to repeat them 
to the Senate and to the country. Mr. 
Reynolds said: 

First. This is a light-metals war and will 
be won or lost in the air. France, England, 
and America have ignored for 5 years the 
sensation.al increase in production. of alumi
num and magnesium metals by Germany and 
her allies. As a consequence of this tragic 
failure, France is now doomed. Unless we 
quickly' awake to the peril of this new type 
of aerial warfare, England will . fall, and 
America will follow . 

Second. This is a mechanized war. ·Here in 
America we hold in our hands the salvation 
of the world. Here, and here alone, exist 
the trained manpower, the machines, and the 
genius that has made this the greatest 
mechanized nation on earth. The Govern
ment, with full.protection to labor and own
ers, must take over immediately this magic 
army of mass production and convert it 
quickly to the manufacture of airplanes and 
tank:s: If we act quickly, we shall save mil
lions of lives and billions of dollars. 

So spoke Mr. Reynolds 2 years ago this 
day. Rebuffed by some who should have 
given him unstinted support, Mr. 
Reynolds set an example which he hoped 
others might follow. 

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President--
. Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. TRUMAN. I can testify from evi
dence before the committee, of which. I 
have the honor to be chairman, that Mr. 
Reynolds risked all he had in order to 
help the country obtain the necessary 
aluminum supplies for the construction 
of planes, tanks, and guns. Mr. Reyn-

. olds is a· patriotic citizen. He risked 
everything he had. He was dependent 
absolutely on the Aluminum Co. of 
America for his supplies of aluminum 
for his own business, and he took the 
chance of losing everything he had. 

Mr. HILL. In other words, his private 
business without the supply of aluminum 
from the Aluminum Co. of America 
would have absolutely. passed out. 
· Mr. TRUMAN. It would have passed 
out, and he risked his private business 
and mortgaged it in order to make 
aluminum for the benefit and welfare of 
the country as a whole. 

Mr. HILL.- I wish to tha:Rk·the Senator 
from Missouri for his words. He is fa
miliar with . the record before his com~ 
mittee, and has given the facts as they 
are. As he has stated, the Reynolds 
Metals Co. mortgaged every private· plant 
they had to the R. F. C. in 1940 in order 
that they might go into the .aluminum 
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business. They asked for no Govern
ment subsidy; they asked for no favor 
at all; but, instead, for a loan of money 
for which, as I have said, they gave a 
mortgage on every plant they had. 

The Reynolds Metals Co. mortgaged 
20 large factories for an R. F. C. loan 
in June 1940. In record time 5 mammoth 
altuninum-reduction plants were built-
2 in Alabama and 3 in the State of 
Washington. These plants ar~ produc
ing today at the rate almost of 100,000,-
000 pounds per annum. Late this year 
this company's production should reach 
a total of 160,000,000 pounds of virgin 
aluminum. This is about as much alumi
num as the combined production of 
France and England and almost half as 
much as. the Aluminum Co. of America 
produced as late as 1939. All of this 
metal and more is being fabricated bY 
Reynolds into wrought aluminum sheet, 
rod, and extrudEd. shapes for airplanes 
and ships in its expanded fabricating 
facilities and in defense plants it is op
erating for similar production. 

At the time of Pearl Harbor, Reynolds 
Metals Co. was ready for the challenge, 
and since that momentous date has fur
nished to our country and the United 
Nations approximately 40,000,000 pounds 
of fabricated aluminum which, trans
lated into fighter planes, represents 
5,000 of ·them. 

One year later, in May 1941, Mr. Reyn
olds, after having built the great alumi
num production plants in the States of 
Alabama and Washington, and after be
ing engaged in actual production, still 
not satisfied that there would be enough 
aluminum to meet the impending war 
requirements, addressed a letter to the 
O:ffice of Production Management in 
which he stated that, although he had 
done what he could at the time, he felt 
that our production of aluminum would 
not be su:fficient to win the war and, in 
order to meet the emergency, urged the 
Office of Production Management to go 
further and convert the automobile in
dustry and other industries into the pro
duction of aluminum and into the pro
duction of aircraft. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter set out in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

In view of the turn in world affairs, I have 
once again become alarmed. I am alarmed 
because of the position in which the United 
States may soon find itself in this hungry 
and war-mad world. I am alarmed as a 
member of the aluminum industry -at the 
magnitude of the responsibility we must face 
Immediately. With these thoughts in mind, 
I am led to submit the following sugges
tions: 
. First. We should plan immediately to 
double the present production of aluminum 
and multiply by 10 our present production 
of magnesium. This is the· absolute · mini
mum if we ho,pe to preserve our independ
ence and way of life. 

Second. The greatest weakness, as I view 
it, in the production of aluminum is that 
there are today only two large and one small 
alumina plants in the United States-one at 
Mobile, one at St. Louis, and our small plant 
at Ltsterhill, Ala. (producing its first alumina. 
this week).. If the large alumina plant at 
Mobile should be closed by strike, accident, 

or sabotage, it would wreck all of your calcu
lations on aluminum. I feel constrained to 
urge again, at this time, that the Government 
itself finance at least 10 "stand-by" alumina 
.plants, at different locations well within the 
safety zone. (This, in addition to any in
crease in regular production.) These plants 
should be equipped with stocks of bauxite 
and be ready for operation should the emer
gency arise. 

Third. It is my firm conviction that pro
duction of light metals (aluminum and mag
nesium) can .be expanded as fast as the avia
tion, automotive, and other direct contrac
tors can expand. Of course, the metal man
ufacturers should have the same length of 
time to meet expansion programs as the 
defense contractors. 

Fourth. The peace of the world, in my 
opinion, can only be secured and maintained 
by America making war so horrible that no 
country or man will ever again take u~J arms. 
We have the will, we have the production 
capacity, and I feel that America only awaits 
the command of our President. 

Mr. HILL. Following this eloquent ap
peal of Mr. Reynolds, the Office of Pro
duction Management within a few weeks 
announced that the Government would 
build plants to produce an additional 
600,000,000 pounds of aluminum per an
num, and this has been more recently 
followed by even further increases. 

The record of the Reynolds Metals Co. 
stands distinct and alone, because this 
company was the first to realize that 
enormously increased quantities of alu
minum metal would be absolutely vital if 
victory is to be won. Without waiting for 
firm orders, cash down payments, or 
Government protection, the company 
mortgaged all its peacetime factories to 
increase the supply of aluminum at the 
very time America was being lulled to 
sleep as France had been lulled to sleep
lulled by assurance of those in author
ity-and by statements and press notices 
that America's supply of aluminum would 
be_ ample for defense as well as for 
civilian reqUirements. 

In the light of what has happened since 
May 1940 I want my colleagues and the 
Nation to know that Reynolds Metals Co. 
is the only company in the United Na
tions that dared to enter, on its own re
sources, the hazardous business of pro
ducing aluminum metal from bauxite. 
This. company now has 30 plants, located 
in 13 States, with 16,000 employees, and 
has never had a strike. I am proud of 
the fact that its largest plant is located 
in Alabama. I hope my co1leagues may 
have the pleasure of visiting this mam
moth plant, and seeing ~t in continuous 
operation. The plant is unique, for in all 
the world it is the only one where raw 
bauxite goes in at one end and comes out 
at the other end finished wrought alumi
num sheet for airplanes. 

I am sure the Congress and a grateful 
Nation will long remember its one and 
only aluminum volunteer-the Reynolds 
Metals Co. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. MEAD. As a member of the Tru

man committee, I am quite familiar with 
the subject which has been so well dis
cussed on the Senate :floor this morning 
by my distingUiShed colleague, the Sena
tor . from Ala'Qama. I wish publicly to 

commend Mr. Reynolds for his foresight 
and leadership; as well as for the splendid 
contribution he made to the well-being of 
our country. When officials of the 
0. P. M., high ofiicials in the Government, 
and leaders of industry, were telling us 
that we· had all the aluminum we needed 
with which to meet present and future 
demands, this man Reynolds was a great 
power, stating to us, and reiterating with 
emphasis, that we would be short of 
aluminum, and needed more aluminum 
production. Supporting him and his 
contention, and meriting our whole
hearted commendatio-n, is the distin
guished Senator from Alabama, who 
sustained this pioneer, making a splendid 
contribution to the story that was well 
written by the committee headed by the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMANl. 

Mr. HILL. I wish to thank the Sena
tor from New York for his kind words as 
a member of the Truman committee, 
which investigated thoroughly the alu
minum situation. He knows the facts. 

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. In;LL. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. How much time is con

sumed by the process the Senator has 
described, the aluminum coming out a 
finished product? How far does the ma
terial have to travel from the raw prod
uct to the finished product? 

Mr. IDLL. Some of the raw product, 
the bauxite, comes from the State of 
Alabama, about 200 miles from the plant. 

Mr. NORRIS. I .do not mean that; I 
mean, what is the distance traveled in 
the plant? How far does the material 
travel before it becomes aluminum? 

Mr. IDLL. There are really three dif
ferent processes in the great plant in 
Alabama. First they make the alumi
na, then they get the aluminum, then it 
is converted into sheet aluminum. There 
are three ditierent processes, and from 
the tim·e the raw bauxite enters the plant 
until it comes out covers a period of only 
2 weeks. 
AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL HOUS

ING ACT-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
submit a conference report, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The confer
ence report will be read. 

The conference report was read, as fol-
lows: · 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
6927) to amend the National Housing Act, 
and for other purposes, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re
spective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num~ 
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
16, 17 and 18; and agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 11, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: Restore the matter 
proposed to be ·stricken out by th~ Senate 
amendment, and in lieu of the matter pro
posed to be inserted by the said amendment 
insert a. colon and the following: "Provided, 
That such mortgage shall not in any event 
exceed the amount which the Administrator 
estimates will be the cost of the completed 
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physical improvements on the property or 
project, exclusive of off-site public utilities 
and streets, and organization and legal ex
penses"; and the Senate agre~ to the same. 

QEORGE L. RADCLIFFE, 
J . H. BANKHEAD, 
FRANCIS MALONEY, 
JOHN A. DANAHER, 
RoBERT A. TAFT, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 
HENRY B. STEAGALL, 
CLYDE WILLIAMS, 
BRENT SPENCE, 
JESSE P. WOLCOTT, 

Manage1·s on the part of the House. 

The. VICE. PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, as I 
entered the Capitol today I was told by 
the able Senator from Maryland that he 
desired to present tJ:iis conference re
port. I should like to have him .detail 
what was done in conference, as I know 
he is capable of doing, so that we may 
understand the difference between the 
bill as it passed the Senate and as it is 
now, as it comes back in the form of a 
conference report. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. The bill as agreed 
to by the conferees varies only very 
slightly from the form in which it passed 
the Senate. The Heuse conferees re
ceded on some points and the -Senate 
conferees receded on one amendment, 
which attempted to specify the various 
kinds of expense and costs which would 
be considered in connection .. with the 90 
percent basis used in establishing the 
standard by which loans should be made 
in connection with the large properties 
designed for renting, primarily to war 
workers. There was no special objection 
on the part of the Senate conferees to 
receding from language of the Senate on 
that point, as the Senate provision might 
be considered as unnecessary on the 
theory that the subject was covered by 
general language. 

As the· Senator from Oregon will re
call, the Senate added an amendment 
providing a cumulative method of find
ing the bases for loans. The loans which 
are authorized under the proposed 
amendment of the act must meet two 
requirements. One method was speci
fied by the House, and the second was 
added by the Senate. The one stipulated 

· by the House provided that the loans 
should not exceed 90 percent of the rea
sonable cost of reproduction of the prop- · 
erty, including the land. The Senate 
added another requirement which, as I 
have said, is a cumulative provision. It 
provided that loans should not exceed 100 
percent of the cost of the improvements, 
specifying that certain itemi should not 
be considered as costs of improvements. 

The House conferees thought such re
strictions were rather rigid, and after 
some consideration the Senate conferees 
agreed to modify some of the require-

. ments. For instance, in computing the · 
100-percent basis of the cost of construc
tion, offside roads and sewers will be ex
cepted, as well as legal expenses and or
ganization expenses. Of course, land . 
woUld ·be excepted anyway, because the 

-provision is that the 100 percent shall be 
based on the cost of the improvements 

only. Therefore, in addition to the 
elimination of cost of land, such items as 
costs of offside sewers and street im
provements, as well as such other items 
as were incurred by way of legal expenses 
and organization expenses, could not be 
included in the total upon which the 
100-percent standard is set up. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the consideration of the con
ference report? 

There being no objection, the confer
. ence report was considered and agreed 
·to. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF CITIZENSHIP AS A 

PREREQUISITE FOR EMPLOYMENT IN 
DEFENSE WORK 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, recently 
I had occasion to call the attention of 
the Senate to the barriers which exist 
in the employment of men over 45. I 
referred to the age limits which had been 
fixed in the various agencies and also 
to the questionnaires submitted some 
time ago by the War Department to men 
who had served as officers in the World 
War. The purpose of these question-

, naires was to obtain satisfactory appli
cants for administrative employment so 
that younger men could be released for 
combat service. 

I also referred to the difficulties which 
these men over 45 are having in obtain
ing employment. Many companies hav
ing war contracts require birth certifi
cates as a . prerequisite to employment. 
As no adequate record exists in many · 
of the States to prove the date of birth 
of men of this age, they are practically 
debarred from employment. For in
stance, in my own State, -we had no 
recognized registration of vital statistics 
before 1915.' Even men who had served 
in the Army and were given honorable 
discharge~ are being denied employ
ment because they do not have birth 
certificates. 

In response to an inquiry from me rela
tive to the treatment of these ex-service 
men, I received the following advice 
from the War Department: · · 

This refers to your letter of April 21, 1942, 
regarding the requirement of birth certifi
cate as a condition of employment: 

This is a matter which has been very care
fully considered by the Department, and I 
am pleased to say that within a very short 
time, a memorandum will be issued to war 
production plants regarding the use of an 
approved "declaration of citizenship" form 
which, when properly signed and witnessed, 
will serve, for 'the purpose of employment, as 
acceptable evidence of citizenship. 

The use of this· form, I believe, will in large 
measure solve the difficulty with which num
bers of applicants have been faced in regard 
to securing employment. 

Mr. President, it is hoped that the De
partment will expedite action in the em
ployment of these older men and also in 
the issuance of this certificate to be re
garded as a "declaration of citizenship" 

· for the relief and assistance of this large 
number of men who have served hondr
ably in our Army and Navy. 

I believe also that the Congress should 
give its attention to the establishment of 
a Federal system which will remove the 
embarrassments that confront American 
citizens in the establishment of their 

citizenship and their rights therewith. It 
is an injustice when men whose forbears 
came to the United States before the 

. American Revolution or who fought in 
the American Revolution, and many more 
who served honorably in the armed serv
i'ce themselves, are denied employment 
because they are unable to prove birth in 
this country, which would enable them to -
obtain the full · rights and privileges of 
citizenship. 
MINE EXPLOSION AT OSAGE MINE, 

MONONGALIA COUNTY, W.VA. 

Mr. ROSIER. Mr. President, last 
Tuesday afternoon, May 12, a mine ex
plosion of undisclosed origin occurred at 
the Osage Mine of the Christopher Coal 
Co., in Monongalia County, W. Va., re
sulting in the instant death of 56 miners 
who were employed in the mine. This 
marks another major mine disaster in 
the coal regions of our State. According 
to reports, there is no suspicion of sabo
tage, and the accident occurred in a mine 
in which had been installed every mod
ern safety appliance. The mine had 
been thoroughly · inspected a few days 
before the explosion. 

In recent years a great deal of scien
tific study has· been given to the cause of 
mine explosions, but so far no solution 
of the problem has been found. An ex
plosion in a coal mine is produced by a 
combination of factors, and this par
ticular combination may not occur in 
many years. An explosion results when 
a flame comes into contact with gas 
which ignites the highly inflammable 
coal dust. In every mine which.liberates 
gas there are moments when the gas is 
capable of ignition, and the same is true 
of dust. The fatal flame is usually a 
spark made by machinery in loading coal, 
such as a glancing blow of metal a·gainst 
a piece of slate or ·stone which becomes 
mixed with the coal, or it may be a spark 
from a mine motor, or a carelessly lighted 
match. As I have said, it is doubtful if 
the most careful · investigators of mine 
disasters can determine just exactly 
what causes a mine explosion. · 

Mr. President, I mention this · most 
recent tragedy because I think the people 
of our country ought to be reminded of 
the hazards of labor in one of our most 
vital industries. Over 100,000 miners in 
my State go daily to their work in the 
mines. They are not only subjected to 
the occasional major disasters, resulting 

·in great loss of life, but individual miners 
continually lose their lives or are i:naimed 
and injured. Coal mining is little less 
hazardous than participation in active 
service in our armed forces. It requires 
the same type of courage for a miner 
to go miles under the earth as· it does 

. for a pilot of a great bomber to carry his 
machine over hostile territory. In this 
last disaster 56 men gave up their lives. 
Many widows and orphans have been left 
behind. These men are the unsung 
heroes of our great fight for production. 
In face of danger our thousands of min
ers daily produce the coal which fires the 
steel furnaces of the Nation and makes 
the wheels go round in our defense plants. 
As a result of organization and the pas
sage of laws for the co.ntrol of coal prices, 
the miners are receiving fair wages. In 
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view of the great dangers which accom
pany mining, I do not believe any fair- · 
minded person in our country can justly 
charge that these men are lacking in· 
patriotism and courage, and surely all of 
us will agree that the wages received by 
them are not excessive. -

As these 56 men, whose lives were 
snuffed out in an instant, are carried to 
their graves, I want to pay a tribute to 
the mine workers of my own State and 
of the country. Engaged as they are in 
the most vital of all productions for our 
defense program, they go forth every day 
~o face danger in their occupation. They 
may be truly classed as the soldiers of 
industry, and no phase of our war effort 
requires· more courage than must be pos
sessed by the miners of our country. 
Those who do not live in mining sections 
are probably not conscious of the hazards 
involved in coal mining. The men who 
gave up their lives in the Osage mine 
have passed on to their reward. The 
industry to which they devoted their 
labor and energies goes on. In spite of 
accident and disaster, the men in the 
niines labor with indefatigable energy. 

- Other groups of ·workingmen no doubt 
are entitled to great credit for the contri
bution which they are making to oUr 
great program of production, but today 
I pay my tribute of respect to the men 
who deliver "the coal to our mills and to 
our defense plants. In the face of griev
ous loss and bereavement the widows 
and orphans of these dead miners, thanks 
to modern laws, will receive compensa
tion that will prevent poverty and dis
tress. No one can restore the loss which 
the bereaved ones have sustained, but it 
is a comfort to the State and to us to 
know that, in the presence of their sad 
bereavement, their physical wants will be 
provided for. 

May the coai miners who have given 
their lives in the pursuit of a hazardous 
occupation rest in peace. They may not 
enjoy military glory and honor, but they 
have made a heroic contribution to our 
fight for victory. 

ARMY -NAVY RELIEF FUND BASEBALL 
GAME 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, with the 
desire to be helpful in advancing the cause 
of Army and Navy relief, I desire to call 
the attention of the Senate to a baseball 
game which will te played at Griffith 
Stadium Saturday next. This game, ac
cording to a distinguished athletic au
thority, Shirley Pavich, writing in the 

-Washington Post of May 18, will be played 
for the benefit of-

The wives and kids of those guys who got 
shot up at Pearl Harbor. Or maybe daddy was 
one of the fellows who stuck it out on Bataan, 
~ungry for mule meat, until they ran out of 
ammunition and the Japs moved in with hot 
lead and bombs. . Or maybe they were the 
men who were trapped on Wake Island or 
Midway without much of a chance to fight 
back. 

That is what this game will be played 
for. 

Mr. President, the sponsors of the game 
are hoping to sell 50,000 tickets to the ball 
game. There are not 50,000 seats in the 
park, but only 32,000. It is not necessary 
for all those who buy tickets to go to the 

game. We can buy the tickets with the 
realization that the contribution will be 
to good cause As an example, in Brook
lyn 6,000 more tickets were sold for mch 
a ball game than there were seats in the 
park, and a fine example has thus been 
set. 

The same sort of ball game is being 
staged in every big city, and in every city 
in the United States where baseball is 
played. The· United States capital has a 
. big stake iri this cause. Anything less 
than a complete sell-out will be, as Mr. 
Pavich wrote, "tough to take." In Aus
tralia, in Honolulu, in Ireland, in Iceland, 
and aboard ships of war men will be hap
pier because we buy these tickets.' 

Mr. President, in this connectiun, and 
in testimony of our appreciation for what 
baseball is doing in advancing the cause 
of Army and Navy relief, I ask unani
mous consent to have inserted in the 
RECORD an editorial published in the 
Sporting News of May 14, 1942, entitled 
"MacPhail and Brooklyn Again Show the 
Way." 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Sporting News of May 14, 1942] 
:MACPHAIL AND BROOKLYN AGAIN SHOW THE WAY 

Once more, Larry MacPhail and the Brook
lyn club have shown the way for organized 
ball. Selling more than 42,000 tickets and 
packing Ebbets Field to capacity, and collect
"ing almost $59,000 for the greatest financial · 
return yet realized from 1 day of league com
petition at Ebbets Field, MacPhail and the 
Dodgers did an amazing job in the first of 
the Army-Navy Relief Fund games to be 
played in all of our major league parks this 
summer. 

The first benefice MacPhail achieved for 
baseball and for the service fund was to set 
aside one of the most opulent games of the 
season for the war cause. He played the 
Giants, the biggest attraction fn Flatbush, 
year in and year out. He could have tossed 
to the fund a contest with the Phils and 
forced the entire burden of the benefit on 
the shoulders of the fans. But MacPhail set 
out to break records. So he gave the Navy 
fund a ga~e with the Giants. set about pro
moting the event and the day with his char
acteristic showmanship, and packed the park 
to suffocation. 

It was Navy Day in Brooklyn by official 
mandate. It was a parade day, a holiday, a 
tremendous show downtown, a vast spectacle 
and a grand game at Ebbets Field. The 
Giants were beaten, 7 to 6, but they had the 
tying run on second when Hugh Casey retired 
the last man. 

Not to be outdone 1~ generosity by Mac
Phail, Horace Stoneham of the Giants has 
scheduled the Dodgers for his Army fund 
benefit at the Polo Grounds in August. Thus, 
two clubs within the city limits of New York 
have set an example for the entire country. 

The tremendous success of the Brooklyn 
benefit redounded to the credit of baseball, 
which proved again that it was doing its part 
in the war effort. To thousands of persons 
who yet had remained doubters, the game 
demonstrated in this 'way it had a right to 
live; that it was j.ustifying its existence in a 
time of national stress and world hostilities. 

For all the other clubs in the majors, the 
42,000 fans paying almost $59,000 at Ebbets 
Field set a standard which will excite the 
utmost efforts toward emulation. 

To all the other clubs, MacPhail proved 
that showmanship could achieve incredible 
results. He did not merely announce that 

· the Dodgers would play the Giants for the 
relief fund. He did not challenge the in-

terest of the fans. He excited it so sharply 
that nobody wanted to miss that day game. 
It is up to all the other club presidents to 
organize a similar furor over their fund 
games. · -

The Brooklyn benefit was played at 4:45 
p. m.-the first real twilight game scheduled 

. in the majors. With night ball likely to go 
by the board in New York City for the dura
tion of the war, the marvelous reaction to 
the game in the gloaming hints that at least 
in Brooklyn the 14 contests slated for the arcs 
may be shifted to 4:45 starting time . 

MacPhail, first to give night ball its place 
in the majors; pioneer of twilight ball, trail 
blazer in the game's war effort--truly Larry 
is an empire builder of the diamond. 

GASOLINE RATIONING 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD as a part of my remarks a recent 
editorial published in the Kansas City 

· Times, warning against extending gaso
line rationing to parts of the Nation 
where there actually are surplus supplies 
of gasoline. The editorial points out that 
such rationing is more likely to slow down 
the war effort than to speed it. 

The editorial, I think very properly, 
asks: 

Why, then. extend rationing to the Middle 
West, where not only there is no need for it 
but where such rationing actually would seem 
to be contrary to the national policy?" 

·Arguments in favor of gasoline ration
ing in the Middle West, the Kansas City 
Times maintains, are flimsy. Tire ration
ing is already conserving rubber. 

Another argument is the statement by 
a minor Government official that the 
"Nation must learn discipline." That is 
poppycock, says the Kansas City Times. 

Mr. President, there · are entirely too 
many stories going the round about gas
oline rationing. The whole proposition 
has received more heat than light from 
the multiplicity of conflicting statements. 
There is even doubt whether such. drastic 
gasoline rationing as now is in effect in 
the Eastern States would be necessary if 
available transportation facilities were 
being intelligently utilized. It seems to 
many of those more or less familiar with 
the oil industry that pipe-line facilities 
are available to carry oil and gasoline at 
least as far east as Chicago and St. Louis. 
Why not then use railroad tank cars from 
these points to the east coast only, instead 
of using _ tank cars for transportation 
from points a thousand miles west of 
Chicago and St. Louis, as I am informed 
is being done? 

I am in favor, and I believe all Ameri
cans are in favor, of every necessary sac
rifice to win this war; but I fail to see the 
sense in "sacrifice for the sake of sacri
fice," as suggested by those· who would 
impose rigid and drastic · gasoline restric
tions in territory where there are surplus 
supplies of rasolirie. It seems to me there 
should be a better and more concrete 
case made for Nation-wide gasoline ra
tioning before it is put into effect. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Kansas City Times of May 11, 1942] 

WHY RATION GAS HERE? . 

Now comes the threat to extend the gaso
line rationing order beyond the Atlantic sea
board to the Middle West. 
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Obviously the release of information that 

the War Production Board has such a proposal 
under consideration is a "feeler" to find what 
the reactions of the Midwest will be. If so, 
the reactions should be prompt and out
spoken, for if ever a Government scheme was 
without logic or valid reason, this is it. 

The occasion for gasoline rationing on the 
Atlantic seaboard is understood by the Nation, 
although there may still be some doubt that 
the conditions are as serious as have been 
implied. For example, the last issue of the 
Oil and Gas Journal states that, even 1f all 
tanker deliveries to the east coast are stopped, 
the supply of gasoline for motorists will aver
age 5.5 gallons per car per week for the next 
5 months. 

Remember that tanker deliveries have not 
increased-at present tankers ~:r;e delivering 
a.n average of more than 500,000 ·barrels of 
petroleum products a day. Even so, there is a 
conceivable emergency. Ultimate contin
gencies shoulcf be provided for. Sipce essen
tial users should get more than nonessential 
users the present proposal of lim~ing gasoline 
to less than 3 gallons a week per user is prob
ably in the line of safety .and judgment. 

But the shortage in the East, as understood 
by the entire Nation, is due to a local con
dition of transportation. There is no na
tional shortage of gasoline supply. There is 
no shortage of national gasoline manufactur-: 
ing facilities . There is no shortage of petro
leum production. 

Why, then, extend rationing to the Middle 
West where not only there is no need for it; 
but where such rationing actually would 
seem to be contrary to the national policy? 

Arguments in favor of such a drastic ni
tioning are flimsy. One is that "rubber 
should be conserved in the Middle West." It 
already has been conserved up to the limit, 
by tire rationing. Another is a minor Gov
ernment official's statement that the "Nation 
must learn discipline." That is poppycock. 

·The Nation has learned discipline, and is 
ready to do every sensible thing to further 
the war. 

As a matter of fact, gasoline rationing over 
the country may be actually damaging to the 
war effort. Already some refineries are re
ported closing down because they cannot 
market their surplus gasoline. We have been 
at war now for 5 months. Yet today our 
·gasoline supply is greater than it was a year 
ago. The first week of May 1941 showed sup
plies of gasoline totaling 96,000,000 barrels. 
The supplies in the first week of May 1942, 
totaled 101,000,000 barrels in spite of all with
drawals for the war machine .. 

Further rationing will inevitably close more 
refineries, and the making of high-octane 
gasoline for airplanes is dependent on the 
refinery processes. The Nation can ill afford 
to curtail its manufacturing facilities for. this 
needful war fuel at this time. Yet that will 
be the inevitable effect of Nation-wide ra
tioning. 
· Americans will do anything to win the war 
but they don't enjoy being pushed around by 
bureaucrats. Washington had better think 
up some real reason 'before attempting to ex
tend gasoline rationing to parts of .the coun
try where no shortage exists. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE · 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of . its 
clerks, communicated to the Senate the 
intelligence of the death of Hon. PA"rRICK 
J. BoLAND, late a Hepresentative from the 
State of Pennsylvania, and transmitted 
the resolutions of tpe House thereon. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bulow 
Bunker 
Butler. 
Byrd 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chavez 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Doxey 
Ellender 

George Norris 
Gerry Nye 
Gillette O'Daniel 
Glass O'Mahoney 
Gurney Overtori 
Hatch Radcliffe 
Hayden Rosier 
Hill Russell 
Holman Schwartz 
Hughes Smith 
Johnson, Calif. · Spencer 
Kilgore Stewart 
La Follette Taft __ 
Langer Thomas, Okla. 
Lee Truman 
Lucas Tunnell 
McCarran Vandenberg 
McFarland Wagner 
McKellar Walsh 
McNary Wheeler 
Maybank White 
Mead Wiley 
Millikin Willis 
Murdock 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CHANDLER], the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CLARK], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GuF
FEY], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HER
RING], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. MALONEY], the Senator froni Mon
tana [Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATH
ERs], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS], the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. VAN NUYS], and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. WALLGREN] are 
necessarily absent from the Senate. 

The .Senator from California [Mr. 
DowNEY] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN
soN] is detatned on business in one of the 
Government departments. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEP
PER] is absent attending a conference at 
the White House. 

Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BARBOUR] is absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is atsent as a result of an 
injury and illness. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LonGE], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
THOMAS], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BURTON], and the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DAvis] is absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ssventy-one 
Senators have answered to their names. 
A quorum is present. 
AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA

TIONS 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <H. R: 6109) making appropria
tions for the Department of Agriculture 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sena
toF from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] to recon
sider the vote bY which the committee 
amendment, on page 102, lines 18 to 24, 
was agreed to. · 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, late in the 
afternoon of last Friday, in the absence 

of the Senator from Virginia from the 
Chamber, a committee amendment was · 
agreed to relating to the traveling ex-. 
penses of the Department of Agricul
ture. I appeal to the Senate to recon
sider that action so that the Senator 
from Virginia may have the privilege of 
offering an amendment to the commit
tee ~mendment, making a greater reduc
tion in the traveling expenses of the De
partment of Agriculture than was mad~ 
by the Senate Appropriations Commit-. 
tee. 

. The Senator from Virginia remained 
·. in the Chamber during the entire session 
on Friday, without any lunch. · He was 
unexpectedly called from the Chamber 

· on a very important official matter. He 
was absent from the Chamber for only 
5 or 10. minutes, and during that time 
the committee amendment was agreed 
to. I hope, as a matter of senatorial 

' courtesy, the Senate will reconsider that 
action and permit the Senator from Vir~ 
ginia to offer an amendment to the com
mittee amendment. 

The House reduced the traveling ex
penses of the Department of Agriculture 
by 50 percent. Last year such expenses 
were more than $16,000,000. The Senate 
Appropriations Committee struck out the 
House reduction of 50 percent, and made 
a reduction of less than 10 percent-a 
reduction of $1,500,000 out of $16,000,000. 
All the Senator from Virginia is asking 
is reconsideration of the committee 
amendment. If the Senator from Vir
ginia had not been present in Washington 
and had not attended the session of the 
Senate on Friday, he would perhaps not 
make- this request. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this 
matter must be voted upon one way or 
the other. I have no objection to the 
amendment being reconsidered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRDJ. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I offer an 

amendment to the committee amend
m-ent, which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment to the amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 102, line 
21, in the committee amendment, it is 
proposed to strike out "$1,500,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$3,200,000." 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the effe-ct 
of my amendment would be to make a 
20-percent reduction in the traveling ex:
penses of the Department of Agriculture. 
As I have already stated, the House made 
a 50-percent reduction, reducing such ex
penses from approximately $16,000,000 to 
$8,000,000. My amendment would make 
a 20-percent reduction, as a substitute-for 
the reduction of 10 percent recommended 
by the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

Certainly it is possible for many of the 
branches of the Department of Agricul
ture materially to reduee their expenses 
for traveling:· The total expense last year 
was $16,595,435. I shall read a few of the 
larger items: 

The Office of the Secretary spent $108,-
000; the Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics spent $665,000; the Bureau of 
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Animal Industry spent $756,000; the Bu
reau of Plant Industry spent $237,000; 
the Forest Service spent $818,000; the, 
Agdcultural Marketing Service spent 
$473,000; the Soil Conservation Service 
.spent $1,348,000; the Agricultural .Ad
justment Administration spent $1,859,-
000. I think this was thE largest amount 
spent by any of the nondefense agencies 
of the Government for traveling expenses. 
The Surplus Marketing Administration 
spent $1,148,000, and the Farm S.ccurity 
Administr-ation spent $6,607,000 for 
traveling expenses alone. As I have 
stated, the total was $16,595,435. 

. Mr. President, I think the ·time has 
come when some of the overhead costs of 
the departments' in Washington should 
be reduced. I believe that in the main 
the Department of Agriculture performs 
an excellent service for the farmers; but 
in certain respects I think its overhead 
expense is out of all proportion to the • 
service rendered. I am speaking of the 
A. A. A., the Farm Security Administra
tion, and some of the other agencies. I 
believe that · 20 ' percent could easily :be 
eliminated from the total amount of 
traveling expenses without any material 
injury to the agencies of the Depart~ent 
of Agriculture. 

This is a time when the citizens of the 
country, those of us at home, are ask::d 
not to travel. We are aEked not to use 
.gasoline. We are asked not to deplete 
the rubber supply; yet, so far as I can 
observe, if' the bill were passed in its 
present form there would be only a small 
reduction in the traveling expenses of 
the Department of Agriculture. There 
must be some way for the representatives 
of the various branches of the Depart
ment of Agriculture to double up and still · 
get around: Many times one bureau of 
the Department of Agriculture will send 
an automobile to a certain place on the 
same day some other agency sends an 
automobile to the sam~ place. 

I hope the S;::nate will adopt my 
amendment. which would mean a reduc
tion of only 20 percent, as compared wl.th 
the reduction of 50 percent made by the 
House. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I hope 
Senators have read the language on page 
102 of the bill. As I stated ·an Friday, 
when this matter was :first discussed, the. 
House did not save a single dime by the 
adoption of its amendment. It- merely 
placed a limitation on the amount which 
could be expended for travel. It did not 
reduce the appropriations for the De- 
partment of Agriculture by 5 cents. If 
the Senate should reject the Senate com
mittee amendment and the amendment 
of the Senator from Virginia, and adopt· 
the House provision, the total amount 
of the appropriation for the Department 
of Agriculture would not be reduced in 
any amount whatever. A limitation 
would be placed on the amount to be ex-
pended for travel. , 

The House provision was offered as an 
amendment on the floor of the House by 
a Member of the Hou.Se who had offered 
amendments to reduce, item by item, the 
travel expeTise of every agency within 
the Department of Agriculture. The 
House rejected the amendments to re
duce the -specific appropriations, and . 
t~en, on th9 last day of the debate, 

adopted the over-all amendment, which 
does ~ot ~fiect any economy whatever, 
but merely places a limitation on the 
amount which may be expended for 
travel. 

The Senate committee very carefully 
went into the matter of travel expenses 
for the Department of Agriculture. 

Despite the impression that seems to 
prevail in some quarters, this committee 
was trying to be just as economical as it 
was possible to be, and not to propose the 
appropriation of any more money for the 
Department of Agriculture for travel pur
poses than was absoJutely essential. We 
did, however,. wish to see any reduction 
which we .made in travel expenses amount 
to a real saving; and we th~refore pro
posed the amendment which will be 
found at the bottom of page 102, direct
ing the Secretary of Agriculture to cover 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts the sum of $1,500,000. Notic~ the 
language which follows that provision
which shall be in addition to reductions in 
amounts available for trl:\Veling e~t:enses re
sulting from decreases ~n the appropriations 
made by this act below the Budget est~mates. 

In other words, any reductions below 
the Budget estimates which were made by 
the committee and on the fioor in appro":' 
p;,·iations which were set up in the esti
mates for traveling expenses should also 
be saved, in addition to the $1,500,000. 

This bill, as reported to the Senate, is 
more than $13.000.000 b€low the Budget 
estimates. · Within that amount is 
$649,925, which was set up for travel ex
penses. Therefore this amendment saves 
in travel expenses for the coming fiscal 
year the sum of $2,350,566, or a total of 
14 percent of all the money which is set 
up for travel expense for the Department. 
If we have erred in this matter, Mr . . 
President, we have reduced these travel 
expense esti;mates by too great an 
amount. Why do I say that? If we cut 
only the amounts available for travel ex
penses and do not affect the salaries of 
the men who are supposed to carry on 
the vast field prugram of the Department 
of Agriculture, we. shall have in the bill 
appropriations of many millions of dol
lars which wlll go for salaries to men who 
wiU not be able to go jnto the field and · 
do the work, and we shall defeat the very 
purposes of the program which is con
templated by this bill. The real extrava
gance, therefore, would result if we were 
to reduce this item by any more than the 
amount the Senate Committee on Ap
propriation~ has already reduced it. The 
Department of Agriculture is essentially 
a field agency. It has representatives to 
perform work which is being carried on 
in every one of the 3,000 counti.es of the 
United States. It has agencies collecting 
statistics. 

The large item read by the Senator 
from Virginia for the Bureau of Animal 
Industry-is incurred by veterinarians and 
others who are going about the country 
inspecting the dairy herds, combating 
Bang's disease, combating tubercUlar 
disease in cattle, .;ombating the foot
and-mouth disease, and conducting all 
the other manifold activities of the De
partmemt of Agrieulture. Would it not 
be foolish to cut off all the money availa
ble for travel expenses of a veterinarian 
who must go out to test for Bang's dis-

ease or for tubercular cattle. It would 
really be most wasteful; because we 
would have the agent so tied up that he 
could not. go out into the field and carry 
on his work. 

The Department of Agriculture has re
peatedly been referred to as a nondefense · 
agency. I maintain that the Depart
ment of Agriculture and its activities 
have a very direct relation to the national 
defense. The -production of food and 
clothing to achieve the goals which have 
been fixed in the. food-for-freedom pro
gram, so as to make sure that our own 
people shall have food and clothing and 
that our commitments to our Allies under' 
the lend -lease program shall be dis
charged is certainly a most important: 
contribution to the winning of this war. 
Today we are shipping vast .quantities of 
food and clothing materials not only to 
England but through the icy waters of ·the. 
Arctic Ocean ·and the Barents Sea to 
Russia. We are sending such materials_ 
to other places at which it is absolutely 
necessary that they be lodged if we are 
to carry on this :fight against the Axis · 
Powers. Certainly, it woti1d be most 
wasteful for us in a moment of hysteria 
to reduce the travel expenses of this de
partment so that its high-salaried ein..: 
ployees could not go out into the field and 
discharge the duties which Congress has 
imposed upan .them. We have gone just 
as far as we can go with sa~ety in the 
matter of redu·ction of the amounts 
available for such purposes. The 13 per.: 
cent- reduction we have made is probably 
too great. Certainly it is greater than 
any reduction made in any other appro
priation bill. In the Independent Offices 
appropriatio.n · bill, which has already 
t:assed the congress, the amounts availa:. 
b:e for travel expenses for such special 
agencies-the Feder~! Trade Commission 
and all the other independent agencies
were reduced on an average by only 10 
percent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield to me, let me saY 
that some of the items were reduced 
by 20 percent." and I believe one was re
duced by as much as 33% percent. The 
committee used some discretion about 
it. I agree as to the importance of the 
Department of Agriculture; but since the 
tirade was made against the Senate and 
the House a few days ago by the ·news
papers, I am rather inclined to think . 
that we had better be a little saving 
about gasoline; and I think that prob.:. 
ably more crops would be raised if we 
kept a greater number of Federal agents 
out of automobiles, and thus kept them 
from using up the country's gasoline. 

The newspapers have about converted 
me to· the idea that we should be saving 
gasoline, and I am inclined to think that 
it probably would be wise to cut these 
items for travel expenses · as much as 20 
percent. I think the agencies could 
readily get by with that. I thinlt that 
probably they will have to do it anyway, 
but I think the Congress should take that 
position. That is the way the matter 
strikes me. 

I am sorry to differ with the Senator, 
but I expect to· vote for the greater cU;t. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I also 
was a member of the subcommittee ;which 
handled the Independent Offices appro-
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priation bill. I asked the clerk · of: that 
committee what the travel-expense re
duction amounted to. He· stated that 
there was no reduction whatsoever in the 
amounts available for travel expense for 
some four or five of the agencies covered 
by the independent offices appropria
tion bill, and that the average reduction 
in the case of agencies covered by the 
Independent · Offices · appropriation bill 
was 10 percent. That information came 
from .the clerk of the committee . and 
was in ·accord· with my own views about 
the matter. · 
· Mr. ·McKELLAR; If the clerk' of the 
committee said that he is· correct be·..:· 
cause he is one of .the most accurate men 
I know; and I yield to his superior in
formation. 
- Mr. RUSSELL. Some ·of the larger 
items of· travel expense-fe~r some of these 
agencies were not reduced at · all. Some 
of-them for the very smaU·ones were re.:. 
duced as much as 33% percent. 

However, here we have a large depart
ment; and, even if some Senators· do riot 
think ·so, l believe that in the winning -of 
this· war the proper administration of the 
Department of Agriculture is just ·as im:.: 
Portant a·s the . suece·ssful a.dministratio'n· 
of the War Department and the Navy 
Department . . We cannot ·prevail if. we 
cannot -be · the ·granary ·as· well ·as ·the 
arsenal of the United Nations. · _ 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I remember, the 
. .onlY. agency . whose tta vel.:.pay_ allowance 
was; reduced was the F. B. I:, which was. 
cons.idered to be ab&olutely ·a· war. agency 
at this time. · 
. Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is now.· 
talking about the State, Commerce, and 
Justice Departments appropriations bilL 
I was referring a moment ago to the in.: 
dependent offices appropriation bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes. 
Mr. RUSSELL. The appropriation 

for the F. B . . I. is carried iri a bill which 
has not as yet been reported. 
· Mr. SM!TH. Mr. President, let me 
ask the Senator from Georgia what 
other department of Government has as 
intimate relations with every county and 
every State in the Union as has the De
partment of Agriculture? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I know of none; and 
as I have heretofore stated, 83 percent of 
all the money appropriated by this bill 
for travel expenses will be spent for 
travel in the field, within the counties. 
Of course, the bill contains a large ap
propriation for travel expenses; but 
when we have told a department to per
form 1,860 different projects -which have 
been authorized by the Congress and 
have been imposed on that Department 
by law, projects affecting every county in 
the United States, it is impossible to 
carry them out from-Washington, and to 
transport the men on the trains. In 
order to do the work the men must be in 
the field. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, wili 
the Senator Y.ield there? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. My information is 

that the Department is working out a 
reorganization of the method by which 
they contact farmers in their self-con-· 
trolled operations in the soil-conserva-

tion and the agricUltural programs, and 
that instead· of employing even as' many 
salaried men as those now employed, 
they are worlting out a program by which 
the farmers themselves will take over a 
certain committee in a county and will 
do the visiting among their fellow farm
ers in order to organize the work, instead 
of having all the farmers visited by sal-. 
aried men. · In that way the amounts 
expended for salaries will be reduced; 
However, my information is that they · 
propose to pay the actual expenses in-· 
curred by the fa;rmer in going from his 
place to other farms to organize the com
mittees in the counties and to carry on· 
the program. Is .it .the Senator's .under
standing that such a ·reorganization is 
being worked .out by the Department? · 
· Mr. RUSSELL. I have understood that 
the county committees will undertake to 
perform a large am.ount Qf the duties 
now being performed for the Govern_. 
ment by the regular officials of the De-· 
partment, but that will .not redU:ce the 
travel expenses any. 

Mr. BARKLEY . . I understand; but the . 
result might be as much or more than 
would be saved . for salaries as would-be 
expended for traveling expenses .in the . 
counties by the local committees· which 
to a very large extent · will be appointed 
and chosen by the farmers themse!:ves. 
So although they will be expected to 
travel among their fellow farmers in -the 
county, arid . the ' Gov¢rnment ·may . pay 
the expense of .th~ travel, there wili be a: 
considerable saving in the salaries· of the 
regular salaried employees who up to now 
have. been doing that work . 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sure the Depart
ment of AgricUlture is making every" ef
fort to economize. I' have heretofore 
pointed out that at the hands 'of the' 
Bureau of the Budget this bill has al
ready suffered a reduction much greater 
than that suffered by any other bill which 
come's before the Senate or before the 
House: · At the · hands of the Bureau of 
the Budget and the House and the 
Senate it has already had a reduction, 
including the reduction for parity pay
ments, $460,000,000. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator should make it clear that fol
lowing this bill there is bound to be an' 
appropriation for parity payments. 
When he says there has been a reduction 
of $460,000,000, including the reduction 
for parity payments, that is not entirely 
accurate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. It is entirely accurate 
when we consider the amount of money 
which is stricken out of the bill, as com
pared with the appropriations last year; 
and I have so stated twice before on the 
:floor of the Senate. Just a few minutes 
ago the Senator {rom Virginia referred 
to his punctuality in being here on Fri
day; and, since he was here, he should 
know that the pending bill includes ap
propriations for the parity payments for 
which there was a contractual obligation 
which the Government · would have to 
discharge. No man can say what that 
amount will be next year. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Geor
gia estimated it this morning at $150,-
000;000 . . 

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not. 

. Mr. BYRD. That is what !'understood 
the Senator to say. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I said I thought there 
would probably be a saving of that. much, 
that the total amount would perhaps 
be between that sum and $175,000.,000; 
but that .was merely my guess; the guess 
of anyone else would be as good. · 

Mr. BYRD: What is the estimate for 
the amount of money that must be ap~ 
propriated for the next fiscal year for
parity payments? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I · am not going to 
make any estimate of that. In my. ju'dg

. ment, it will be a sum ·that will pe much 
beloW the '$212,000,000 which wa·s ap..:: 
propriated for that purpose last year. : 

Mr. BYRD. From the evidence in the 
House hearings ·it appears that the esti~ 
mate is from $136,ooo·.ooo to $150,000,000; 

Mr. RUSSELL. ·]understand that in 
·the House hearings there was such- a 
statement, but .since the House heai:-ings 
were held prices of farm commodities 
have.somewhat advanced and, undoubt-. 
edly, therefore, the amount necessary tq 
be paid. because of parity payments will 
be reduced. 
: Mr. · BYRD~ In ·.view of the total re~ 
duction the subcommittee ·of the Senate 
Committee on -Appropriation's ~ and .. the: 
House have inade· in the bill, r''think it 
ought to b~ :made clear. that .. in cons~d
ering the $426,000,000 reduction--

Mr. RUSSELL. _Four hundred and 
sixty -million dollars. · 
.. Mr: BYRD: :· .Very' well; a reduction . of 

· $460,000,00.0 froni the hill "of last year;· it 
should be remembered-that this blll does 
not include . any amount for parity. pay
ments, while last year, as I recall, $212,.;· 
000,000 were included in the appropria~ 
tion bill for that purpose. 

,Mr. 'RUSSELL. I have referred on 
two . or three occasions to _the fact that 
there is no specific ·appropriation for: 
parity payments in this bill. · · 
· Mr. BARKLEY. Mr_ President, will 
the Senator yield for a · question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator stated a 

moment ago that the House provision 
limiting the traveling allowance to $8,-. 
000,000 saved money; in other words; 
that the Department could not spend 
more than $8 .000,000 for travel but could 
spend the balance for something else 
within the limits of the bill. How does 
the Senator's committee figure that as a 
saving? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Because we· direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture before the first 
of August to go through this bill and the 
Budget estimates and deduct a mi.lliori 
five hundred thousand dollars and cover 
it into the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. So that, while the 
House provision makes no saving, the 
committee amendment at least saves a 
million and a half dollars which will be· 
covered into the Treasury. 

Mr. RUSSELL. It saves a million and 
a half dollars in · addition to the amount 
provided for travel expenses in the Budget 
esti.mates which was disallowed, and, as 
I have pointed out, that amounts to $649,-
000. So that the Senate committee has 
already · reduced · the travel bill by $2,-· 
350,566, which represents a real saving 
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and a reduction of 14 percent in the bill. 
If we cut the traveling expenses any 
more, all we will do will be to immoboltze 
the Agricultural-Department in drawing 
funds from the Treasury to carry out the 
work which Congress has placed upon 
them and hamper the field program. 
The Bureau of Animal Industry would be 
crippled in carrying out thelr campaign 
against the Japanese beetle and against 
all the o~her pests which has to be c~rried 
on in the field, because such pests, as well 
as animal diseases, are not going to be 
kind enough to come to Washington 
where the experts can deal with them; 
they are in 'the field where the farmers 
live; and if the Department is to carry 
out the duties Congress· has imposed on 
it, representatives must be sent into the 
1leld and the work must be continued. 

Mr. BARKLEY. As I understand the 
mathematics of the situation, then, add
ing the six-hundred-and-odd-thousand 
dollars and the million five hundred thou
sand dollars results in a saving by t,he 
bill as reported of .over $2,000,000, which 
represents a 14 .. percent saving, whereas 
if the amendment of 'the Senator from 
Virginia should be ad.opted it would be 
$3.200,000 plus ·$600,000. which adds up to 
nearly $4,000,000, which would represent 
about 25 percent reduction. · 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would represent a 
reduction of approximately 25 percent, 
which is much greater than Congress has 
asked any other agency of the Govern
ment which is engaged in field work to 
take. I hope the amendment will be re- · 
jected. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr .. President, will mY 
colleague from Georgia yield for a 
moment? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. · MEAD. As a member of the Ap

propriations Committee, and having had 
something to do with similar items of 
the Independent Offices bill, I can say 
that I supported the chairman of the 
committee in the reduction of every travel 
Item which he brought to oUr attention. 
I know that the chairman of the subcom
mittee and the subcommittee itself gave 
. Personal and considered attention to 
every one of those items. I know that 
the chairman of the subcommittee, 
whose bill is now before the Senate, gave 
considered attention to all those items, 
and, therefore, he knows whereof he 
speaks when he tells the Senate that 
these items have been pared to the limit, 
and that we will probably be on dan
gerous ground if without sufficient evi
dence, we go further than the 9ommittee 
proposes . . 

I wish to call the attention of. the Sen
ate to the farming situation in my State. 
Farm labor is becoming a problem there; 
the Department has already taken cog
nizance of it and is establishing centers 
where farm labor may be provided and 
transported where needed. In my State 
farm machinery is also becoming a prob
lem, and means will have to be provided 
in order that the labor and the machin
ery necessary for the operation of our 
farms may be properly dispatched and 
cared for. There is looming a shortage 
of fertilizer, and it wm require consider
able attention on the part of the farm 

I 

agency if we are going to supply agricul
tural products to the armies of the world. 

If food is going to be a major. factor in . 
the determination of the victory, as I 
know it will be, then I think that we ought 
to follow the wise leadership of the ct.air
man of this _committee who has given 
consideration to every one of these items. , 
I commend him for the saving he has , 
made; and I commend him also for the 

- consideration he has given to all these 
appropriation items. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator 
from New Yo.rk for his observations. 

I may say, Mr. President, that tne 
reason this matter was handled in this 
manner directing the. Secretary of . Agri
culture to return these funds to the Treas
ury as miscellaneous receipts was due to 
the tremendous number of some sub
items involved iii the agricultural appro
pri~tion bill . . There are something like 
150 of them. If the committee had un
dertaken to deal with tbese items, .which 
range in amount from $100 up to a mil
lion or more in some instances, it would 
have required careful investigation. We 
felt th.at leaving it in the hands . of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, with direction 
as to tbe amount he should take out of 
the bill and return to the Treasury, al
lowed to a degree a flexibility which 
would reduce to the minimum the con
fusion the reductior. would cause. 

If the committee has erred in this mat
ter, we reduced the appropriation for 
travel too greatly when we cut approxi
mately two and a half million dollars 
out of it. Certainly any further reduc
tion would seriously impair the activi
ties of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I merely 
wish to say that it seems to me a 25-
percent reduction in traveling expenses is 
not too much to request any Government 
official to make. So far as I am con
cerned, I expect to see made a great deal 
more saving in the total amount of gaso
line and rubber _than that. After 'all, as 
I understand, 80 percent of this item is 
for travel in localities which involves the 
use of automobiles, and therefore of gas
oline· and rubber. Each one of these cars, 
apparently, will have an unlimited 
amount of gasoline; the Department will 
not be restrained by law in any way in 
the use of 'gasoline and rubber. It seems 
to me that a cut of 25 percent, and a . 
request to them to plan their activities 
in such a way as to spend 25 percent less 
for traveling· expenses and thus save gas
oline and rubber, is certainly a very rea
sonable request to make. I cann6t see 
any reason why the Senate should not 
adopt the proposal of the Senator from 
Virginia. · 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I simply 
wish to say that if the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Virginia were 
adopted, there would be available for 
traveling expenses in the Department of 
Agriculture approximately $13,000,000. 
A great deal of traveling can be done 
with $13,000,000. Much of the traveling 
.expense is incurred by renting automo
biles at 3 cents a mile, which is the 
amount in most localities. I think $13,-
000,000 is sufficient. If it is not sufficient, 
then, Congress will remain in session 

continuously, and the Department of 
Agriculture can ask for special appropri
ations; but I think the Department 
should _be compelled to reorganize their 
traveling and their overhead expenses 
and make every possible reduction that 
can be made. There will be $13,000,000 
available for . traveling, if my amend
ment be adopted. 

. SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MuR

DOCK in the chair)-. The question is em 
the amendment of the Senator from Vir
ginia rMr. BYRD]. 

Mr. TAFT and Mr. BYRD asked for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
ron. .· 

Mr. GLASS <when his name was 
called). I have a general pair with the 
junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LODGE], but being assured that he would 
vote as I am about . to vote; I am per
mitted to vote. I vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. HAYDEN (after having voted. in 

the negative). I hav~ a general pair 
with the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
THO.MAS]. I understand that if present 
he would vote as I have voted. I there
fore allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. WAGNER (after having voted in 
the negative). I have a general pair 
with the junior Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. REED], which I transfer to the jun
ior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN J: and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. GILLETTE. My colleague, the 
junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. HERRING l, 
is necessarily detained. I am advised 
that if he were present he would vote 
"nay." 
· Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator from New 

Jersey [Mr. BARBOUR] is absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from New Hamsphire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is absent as a result of an 
injury and illness. He has a general pair 
with the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr . 
DAVIs] is absent on official business. He 
bas a general pair with the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CHANDLER]. 

The Senator- from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LoDGE], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
THOMAS], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. SHIPSTEAD], the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY], and the Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. BURTON] are neces
sarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur
LERJ is detained on official business. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena
tor from Kentucky [Mr. CHANDLERJ, the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CLARK], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GuFFEY], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. MALONEY], the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TvDINGsl, 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. VAN 
NuysJ, and the Senator from Washing-
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ton [Mr. WALLGREN] · are · necessarily 
absent from the Senate. 

Tlle Senator from California [Mr .. 
DOWNEY] is absent on official 'lusiness in 
his State. 

The ·Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JOHNSON] is detained on business in one 
of the Government departments. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEP
PER] is detained in a ··conference at the 
White House: I am advised thafif pres
ent and voting, he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is detained in a committee 
meeting. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
MALONEY] is paired witJi the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GuFFEY]; and 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYD
INGS] is paired with the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS]. I . am ad
vised that if present and voting, the Sen
ator from Connecticut and the Senator 
from Maryland would. vote "yea," and 
that the Senator from Pennsylvania and 
the Senator from New Jersey would vote 
"nay.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 25, 
nays 44, as follows: · 

YEAB-25 
Austin George Taft . 
Ball Gerry Vandenberg 
Brewster Glass Walsh 
Brooks Kilgore Wheeler 
Brown Lee White 
Bunker McFarland Wiley 
Byrd McKellar Willis 
Clark, Mo. Millikin 
Da n aher Radcliffe 

NAYS-44 
Aiken Gurney Nye 
Andrews Hatch O'Daniel 
Bailey · Hayden O'Mahoney 
Bankhead Hill Overton 
Barkley Holman Rosier 
Bilbo Hughes Russell 
Bone La Follette Schwartz · 
Bulow . Langer Smith 
Capper Lucas Spencer 
Caraway McCarran St ewart 
Chavez .. McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Connally May bank Truman 
Doxey Mead Tunnell · 
Ellender Murdock Wagner 
Glllette Norris 

NOT VOTING-27 
Barbour Guffey Reynolds 
Bridges Herring Shipstead 
Burton Johnson, Calif. Smathers 
Butler Johnson, Colo. Thomas, Idaho 
Chandler Lodge Thoi:nas, Utah 
Clark, Idaho Maloney Tobey . 
Davis · Murray Tydings . 
Downey Pepper Van Nuys 
Green Reed Wallgren 

. So Mr. BYRD'S amendment to the 
amendment of the committee was re
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the· committee on page 
102, beginning with line 18. 

The amendment was · agreed to.-
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amendments 
relating to the provision covering sur
plus commodities, · found on page 80, be 
passed . over temporarily, and that .we 
consider next the remaining amend
ments under the Farm Security Admin
istration provisions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will state the next amendment 

passed over under the Farm Security 
Administration. 

The LEGISLATIVE. CLERK. On page 83, 
line 15, after the word "act", it is pro
posed to strike out "$1,25(},000" 'and to 
insert "$2,000,000." 

Mr. BYRD. I take it the Senator from 
Georgia is to make an explanation of 
the amendment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be very happy 
to· undertake to make an explanation. 

The pending amendment is found on 
page 83, under what is known as the 
Farm Tenant Act. It relates to activi
ties of the Department of Agriculture 
carried on Under the direction of the 
Farm Security Administration, to comply 
with the congressional authorization 
found in what is generally known as the 
Bankhead-Janes · Far:rr. Tenant Act, a 
program which was instituted by the 
Congress to enable farni tenants to pur.:.. 
chase their homes. . · 

As one member of the committee, Mr. 
President, I deeply regret that in the 
stress of war it has been found necessary 
to· reduce this appropriation in the 
slightest degree. To my mind, this has 
been one of the most valuable 'activities 
of all those under the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr: WHEELER. .Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. All I know about the 

activities of the Department in· this par
ticular is as they relate to my own State; 
but, so far as my State and the whole 
Northwest are concerned, these activities 
have constituted one of the most valuable 
contributions made by the Department 
of .Agriculture to the underprivileged
the poor farmer. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to have that 
observation from the Senator from Mon
tana. 

Mr. President, the loans under this 
authorization have been made for anum
ber of years. The first year only $10,-
000,000 was authorized as a loan fund. 
The following year it was increased to 
$25,000,000. The maximum amount of 
the authorization is $50,000,000, and that 
bas been the amount provided for the 
past several years. The limitation on 
administrative expenses is fixed at 5 per
cent of the amount available for loans. 

This year the amount provided for 
these loans is $40,000,000. I think that 

· almost every Member of the Senate who 
has investigated this matter will agree 
that this is one of the best programs 
carried on by the Department of Agr1cul-

. ture. The amount to be available for the 
next year will be less than what has been 
provided in the past. My own view was 
that we would have been amply justified 
in making available $50,000,000 for this 
purpose instead of $40,000,000. · 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator y,ield? 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Pur'el.,Y. for the purpose of 

making the matter clear, will not the 
Senator explain the difference between 
the appropriation found on page 83 and 
that on page 87, and how the programs 
differ? The increase on page 87 is from 
$70,000,000 to $125,000,000. Both provi-

sions seem to be . for loans to farmers, 
and I thought perhaps the Senator could 
explain the difference between them. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The loans which are 
provided for on page 83, under the head
ing of "Farm Tenant Act,". are-' loans to 
enable farm tenants and sharecroppers 
to become landowners and are loan:s for 
the acquisition of real estate, to enable 
sharecroppers and tenant farmers over 
a ·period of 40 years to become home 
owners. 

The item on page 81 covers the rural 
rehabilitation loans. Such loans are not 
made for the purpose of acquiring lands 
but to provide capital .for farmers who 
have no capital, and to enable under
privileged farmers who have no credit 
resources elsewhere to obtain the tools 
and the food and the other things which 
are neces·sary to enable them to operate 
their farms · and thereby become self
sustaining. . 

The first item relates to purchase of 
land and ·. the other relat'es to· loans for 
the acquisition of personal' property and 
for the maintenance of the farms. -

Mr. President, I was about to point out 
that .'of the total loans · which have been 
made under the Farm Tenant Act, 99 
percent are current today. That is an 
amazing statement to make, when we 
consider that · there have been sections 
of the country in which farms have been 
acquired where there have been droug}1ts, 
or floods, or the ravages of grasshoppers, 
or Mormon crickets, or of the boll wee.:. 
vii, . which have wiped out the farmers' 
crops, but despite all the hazards to which 
these farmers have been subjected, over 
99 percent of them have their loans cur
rent today. This is a graphic illustration 
of that . hunger which is in the heart of 
every American, which is inherent in us 
as a people to own our homes. · These 
people in appreciation of this program 
which has beeh provided by the Govern
ment have anticipated the maturity of 
their loans to an extent greater than 20 
percent. There is no possibility what.:. 
ever of the ·Government ever losing any 
money on these loans .under this pro
gram, because in the place of the excep
tional individual who falters and is un
able to carry his loan there will always 
be other tenant farmers or sharecrop
pers who will be willing to step into his 
place; and .some of them will make good. 

_Mr. President, I may say that in spite 
of all the controversies which have raged 
before the committee, and all the criti
cisms of some features of the Depart
ment's program which were submitted to 
us, not a-single witness appeared before 
the committee, whatever his views, who 
advocated that this program be curtailed 
or eliminated. · 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. · I yield. 
Mr. HILL. I wish to associate myself 

with all that the Senator from Georgia 
has said about the farm-tenant program. 
As the Senator from Georgia has said, 
the program was created by a measure in
troduced by my colleague the senior Sen.:. 
ator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD], 
which is known as the Bankhead-Janes 
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Act. To my mind, no finer program is 
being carried out today by the Govern
ment, or one which is doing more for 
human welfare and for human beings. 
I wish to ask the Senator from Georgia 
1f it is not a fact that last year the Farm 
Security . Administration had 20 times 
more applications than it could take ac
tion upon? In other words, where an 
application was filed the applicant had 
only 1 chance out of 20 to come in under 
this program. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The period for taking 
applications w·as very brief, but I under
stand that 176,000 applications were 
submitted, when. it was only possible to · 
make some seven or eight thousand 
loans. 

Mr. HILL. And the committee itself, 
in recommending, the $40,000,000, has 
really made a reduction of $10,000,000, 
has it not? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. A reduction of 20 
percent. 

Mr. HILL. The reduction is 20 per
cent, as my colleague, ·the senior senator 
from Alabama suggests. The committee, 
in acting on the bill, has itself made a 
cut of 20 perc-ent in what was proposed 
in the program for this work. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; the amount re
ported by the committee is the amount 
of the Budget estimate. It is a reduc
tio;n of $10,000,000 below the appropria
tion for the current year. 

Mr. HILL. It represents a reduction 
of $10,000,000 below the appropriation 
for the current year. As the Senator 
from Georgia well recalls, of course, 
when the basic act was passed it was con
templated there should be $10,000,000 
appropriated the first year, $25,000,000 
the second year, and $50,000,000, for each 
year thereafter. So what the committee 
is doing in its effort to economize and in 
its efforts to cut down as much as pos
sible is to make a reduction of 20 percent 
in what was contemplated as the pro
gram when it was established. Is that 
true? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator has cor
rectly stated the committee's position. 
It was my own position that there was 
no economy in reducing appropriations 
for loans with respect to which repay
ments were being made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations on 
page 83, in line 15. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 

committee amendment will be stated. 
The next amendment was, on page 83, 

line 18, before the word "which", to strike 
out "$25,000,090" and insert $40,000,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the 

subhead "Land utilization and retire
ment of submarginal land", on page as; 
line 10, after the word "elsewhere", to 
strike out "$1,591,182" and insert "$795,-
575." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 85, 

at the. end of line 11, to reduce the total 
appropriation under the Farm Tenant 
Act, from $3,341,182 to $3,295,575. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading "Loans, grants, and rural reha
bilitation", on page 85, line 21, after the 
word "facilities" and the semicolon, to 
insert "and (6) not exceeding $1,400,000 
for operation and maintenance of exist-
ing migratory labor camps." · 

Mr. BYRD. I assume the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] will wish 
to mal>:e an explanation of the loans 
granted for rural rehabilitation. 

Mr. RUSSELL. · Mr. President, the 
item on page 85 consists of two portions. 
One is a limitation on the amount of the 
appropriation which may be expended 
for the operation. and maintenance of 
migratory labor camps, and the other 
involves the appropriation for mainte
nance and grants to be administered 
by the Farm Security· Administration. 
The Budget estimate for the operation of 
the migratory labor camps, as contained 
in the original bill, was three and a half 
million dollars. The committee went 
somewhat fully into the question of mi
gratory labor camps. We were convinced 
that under the existing circumstances an 
appropriation in such amount could not 
be justified. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think anum

ber of Senators who are interested in 
this item are absent from the Chamber. 
I should like to suggest to the Senator 
that it might save him some time if he 
were to yield and permit me to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. RUSSELL. ·I agree with the Sen
ator from Wisconsin. I know there are 
some Senators absent who would like to 
be present when this matter is consid
ered. I just now requested the clerk 
of the committee to call up two who I 
knew were interested in the matter, but 
there may be other Senators who are 
interested, and who are not present. 
Therefore I think it might be wise to 
have a quorum call. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bulow 
Bunker 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chavez 
Clark, Mo. 
connally 
Danaher 
Doxey 
Ellender 
Gerry 

Gillette 
Glass 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 

. Hill 
Holman 
Hughes 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kilgore 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
May bank 
Mead • 
Millikin 

· Murdock 
Norris 
Nye 

O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton · 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Truman 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg · 
Van Nuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy
three Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment on page 85, line 21. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as I 
was stating before the absence of a 
quorum was suggested, ·the committee 
felt that a reduction should be made in 
the appropriation for the maintenance 
of migratory labor camps. We do not· 
belleve that present conditions justify 
the expenditure of large sums of money 
for additional migratory labor camps. 
Every Senator who has -an agricultural 
constituency knows that there is no sur
plus of farm labor anywhere in the coun
try. Any farmer who wishes to get a job 
working on a farm can get one today. 
We have all had complaints about the 
effect· of the high wages which obtain on 
war projects and the effect of the draft 
on the .question of having a sufficient sup
ply of labor on the farms to produce and 
gather the crops which are so essential to 
the war effort. 

I think those apprehensions are well 
founded. In considering the effect of 
the draft on farm labor, and in consider
ing the income of the farmers, we must 
recognize that we cannot place agricul
ture in a class by itself if we expect to 
have the food and clothing which are 
necessary in the war effort. 

The migratory labor camps came into 
being when -we had a very unusual condi
tion. It was immediately after the awful 
disasters in the Dust Bowl, which were 
so graphically portrayed by Mr. Steinbeck 
in his book The Grapes of Wrath, which 
most Senators have read. 

The migratory labor camps were es
tablished to provide a haven for those 
who could not secure farm work else
where. When the first provision was 
adopted for the creation of migratory 
labor camps I stated on the floor of the 
Senate that I accepted the provision 
with a great deal of reluctance because I 
apprehended that as time went on they 
would become merely an adjunct of the 
large corporate farms, and that the Gov
ernment would merely be spending 
money in providing -such farm workers 
with shelter which should be provided 
.for them by the owners and operators of 
the large corporate farms. I have seen 
that prediction borne out. Of course, 
the Government does not provide for 
camps · for migratory labor for all the 
corporate farms, but in a great many 
cases the Government is providing hous
ing facilities and furnishing free water 
and light for migratory workers who 
work on corporate farms whose owners 
should be providing. such facilities. 

The committee felt that it might prop
erly limit to $1,400,000 the appropriation 
available for such labor camps. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the 
Senator will recall that certain members 
of the committee wanted to strike out 
the item altogether. I was one of them, 
because I think it is one of the most 
wasteful, extravagant, unnecessary, and 
improper appropriations we have made. 

Mr. RUSSELL. A number of members 
of the committee earnestly sought to 
abolish altogether the migratory labor 
camps. That was done so far as the 
House was conoerned, because the House 
struck out all the appropriation and au-
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thorization for the · conduct of such 
camps. _ 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the .Sen
ator will yield to me, let me ask him what 
reduction that would make for this year? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The regular 1943 esti
mate proposed an appropriation of $2,-
766,565 for the operation, maintenance, 
and management of migratory labor 
camps, bf which amount the committee 
has allowed $1,400,000. The-Budget es
timate also propo.sed an appropriation 
of $733,435 for development and con_. 
struction of migratory labor camps, and 
the committee has disallowed · that 
amount in its entirety. Thus, the total 
amount of the regular 1943 estimate dis
allowed by the committee is $2,100,000. 

Mr. BYRD. I understand that -the 
sum available for construction of the 
camps is disallowed. Is my understand
ing correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The committee in its 
report definitely indicated that no funds 
would be spent for the construction of 
any new migratory labor camps. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me say that I am very 
much irt favor of the committee amend
ment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sure the Senator 
will be interested in the fact that the 
appropriation for the current year, 1942, 
W'ls $5,000,000 for the migratory labor 
camps, and under the language provided 
by the committee that amount has been 
reduced to $1,400,000. 

I di'd not favor the proposal absolutely 
to abolish the migratory labor camps. 
There are very definite reasons why I 
took that position. In some instances 
farmers are utilizing for the harvesting 
of their crops the men who are made · 
available by reason of the existence of 
the camps. There would be a very great 
dislocation in the agricultural economy 
of those sections if the Sen~te should 
follow the action of the House and abolish 
the camps in their entirety. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield again? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. · Is there before the 

Senate any amendment to change the 
recommendation of the committee? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No amendment has 
yet been propose(;!; but the Senator from 
Virginia has requested that I explain the 
action of the committee on these items; 
and I was attempting to justify what the 
committee has done. However, I may 
say to the Senator from Tennessee that I 
had been notified by members of the 
committee that they proposed to submit 
amendments. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope they will not 
do so. I think the committee has really 
reached a very wise decision, and has re
solved every doubt · in favor of this very 
iarge appropriation, as it seems to me, of 
$1,400,000 for migratory labor camps. 
Surely the amount should not . be in-
creased. · 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
next amendment on page 85 relates to 
the total appropriation, not only for the 
migratory labor camps but for grants to 
farmers who are in distress. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will. permit me to. interrupt him, I 
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am wondering if we cannot vote on the existed there for a period of 5 or 6 years, 
amendment relating to the migratory the Farm Security Administration, when 
labor camps, and then ·take up the other it did aid the farmers there, · helped to 
amendment, which relates to a number of rehabilitate them. As I understand, the 
matters. Probably the Senator's ex- House has limited to $1,000 the amount 
planation as to the others would be more available to any such farmer. As a mat
timely if we were first to vote on the ter of fact, a limit of $1,000 may be all 
amendment with regard to the migratory right in some places, but I submitted 
labor camps, especially if we have any an amendment asking that the minfmum 
discussion about it. to be granted should be $3,000. The 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have no objection to ·committee · fixed it at $2,560. Frankly, 
taking such a course. I can conclude my I am gratified that the committee in
entire explanation very briefly, I assure creased the amount to $2,500, but I think 
the Senator from Virginia. However, I it should have been more. I felt that the 
have no objection, Mr. President, to doing $3,000, which I recommended, was a very 
as the Senator from Virginia suggests, modest sum. Particularly in the Mid
-if the Senator wishes to vote now. west section of the country, in order to 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MuR- rehabilitate a farmer and to enable him 
nocK in the chair). The question is on · to become really able to make a living, 
agreeing to the committee amendment he must have cattle and other livestock. 
on page 85, commencing in_ line 21, which The Senator will remember that during 
will be sta~ed. the droughts which occurred in eastern 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 85, line 21, Montana, western North Dakota, and 
after the word "facilities;", it is proposed South Dakota conditions became so bad 
to insert "and (6) not exceeding $1,400,- that all the cattle the farmers had were 
000 for operation and maintenance of taken off the farms and killed, bought for 
existing migratory labor camps." the Government, and made into soap and 

· The amendment was agreed to. other products. So at that particular 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next time the farmer was left not only without 

committee amendment will be stated. any crops but without any cattle, horses, 
The CHIEF CLERl->:. On page 85; line 23, or any other livestock. The farmers sim

after the word "camps", it is proposed to ply could not get hay or othe:r necessary 
strike out "$25,319,557" and insert in lieu feed for their livestock. 
thereof "$50,319,557 ." The Farm Security Administration has 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this tried to rehabilitate such farmers by giv
amendment relates to appropriations for ing them a few chickens, cows, and other 
the maintenance and administration of livestock in . order to put them back · on 
a number of activities of the Farm Se- their feet, and I think that the sums 
curity Administration; in_cluding opera- · appropriated should be increased# over 
tion and maintenance of migratory labor the proposed $2,500 limit. 
camps, and grants to farmers who live in ' However. the committee has increased 
areas in which great losses have occurred the amount to $2.500, whiCh is probably 
due to unusual conditions over which the best it could oo, and I shall not ask 
those farmers have no control. Such ap- the Senate to increase the amount, not~ 
propriations for grant have been made withstanding the fact that, frankly, I 
for a number of years. feel that in the particular section· of the 

I am st1re that farmers in the North- country to which I have referred a larger 
west are familiar with how important amount should be made available. 
such grants were in the days of the Mr. RUSSELL. The committee thought 
droughts when· the crop production in that it was rather generous with the Sen
those areas was about 10 percent of what ator from Montana. It increased the 
it ordinarily is. I have had occasion to amount Iro~ $1,000 to $2,500. - However, 
know that in areas in which floods and less than 2% percent of all the loans 
unusual ravages of the boll weevil have which have been made would be affected. 
·occurred, these grants have been most Mr. WHEELER. That is true. 
helpful, and have enabled farmers to stay Mr. RUSSELL. Approximately 98 per-
on their farms and prepare to make an- cent of all the loans which have been 
other crop under better conditions, rather made in the country have been for less 
than go into the cities and get on the than $2,500. 
W. P. A. rolls. Mr. WHEELER. I agree with that 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will statement. The only place where larger 
the Senator yield? loans are necessary is in the northwest 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. section of the country. The farmers 
Mr. WHEELER. I am in entire accord there are the highest type which can be 

with what the Senator has said. I simply found anywhere in the United States. 
desire to say that in eastern Montana, They are largely Norwegians, Swedes, and 
western North Dakota, and South Da- Danes who in the early days came out 
kota, when the drought occurred, and was from Minnesota, North Dakota, and 
followed by .the grasshopper plague, the other parts of the Middle West, took up 
drought lasted fo.r 5 or 6 consecutive homesteads, and developed that section 
years, and, because of foreclosures, many of the country, only to find that the 
of the farmers haC:. to leave their farms. . drought came along. For 6 or 7 years it 
They lost their farms and were driven simply wiped them out completely. 
into the cities and put on the W. P. A. Thousands of them are driven off the 
rolls. In the sections in which they were farm and are forced to go into California 
permitted to get some help, and did get and various other sections, many of them 
it, the farmers were fine, high-type, first- into the cities, and frequently to go on 
class farmers, but because of the drought the .rolls of theW. P. A. with their entire 
and the g_rasshopper situation which families. 



4270 CON~RESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY 18 

I hope $2,500 will be sufficient; but 
many farm organizations of that section 
requested of me that the amount be made 
not oniy $3,000, but, in some instances, 
they wanted it to be made as high as 
$4,000. I shall not, however, press for 
the $3,000 limit, in view of the fact .that 
the Appropriations Committee has prob
ably done the best it could. 

As I said a moment ago, of all the 
activities of the Agriculture Depart
ment, the one that has done more to 
help the poor farmer is this particular 
activity. Even if the Government loses 
money in the effort to rehabilitate the 
.poor farmers who cannot get along, many 
of whom have been wiped out becau~e of 
_ the.ir economic conditions or because of 
. weather conditions, I am more willing 
that a loss be incurred to help them 
than I am to help many others who are 
getting money out the Treasury of the 
United States for a much less worthy 
cause; 

I cannot conceive of anyone opposing · 
this program who wants to help the poor 
farmer rehabilitate himself and become 
established-so that he may live upon his 
farm. When the farmers live upon their 
own farms eventually there follows the 
building of schools and churches, the 
-establishment of homes, and the enjoy
ment of home life throughout the 
country. That is much better than to 
·draw farmers into industrial centers 
·Where they not only do not feel at home, 
but where many of them eventually have 
-to go upon theW. P. A. rolls~ 

I want to- thank the Senator and the 
committee for . raising the amount to 
'$2,500, and I hope that it will be main
tained at that figure as the minimum. 
: Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. -President, I think 
·1 can· assure· the Senator from Montana 
that very -likely we will see that limit re
tained in the final enactment of the bill, 
·because the House committee gave very 
lengthy hearings to that subject, and 
agreed also on the sum of $2,500 .. When 
-the bill reached the House floor this 
activity became the subject of very gen
eral attack, and on the floor of the House 
an amendment was offered reducing the 
.amount to $1.000. 

The Senator from Montana knows, of 
course, that the average loan to all the 
.approximately 430,000 borrowers in the 
Farm Security Administration is about 
$80~. The committee felt that the ad
ministration should be enabled with the 
fmids provided to reach as many people 
as possible, and that something should 
be done to prevent 1 person getting a 
loan of such s~ze as might defeat the re
habilitation of 3 or 4 others who · could 
get along on less money. I think $2,500 
is a very fair compromise, and I can as
sure the Senator that I shall do all within 
my power to see that it is retained in the 
bill when it finally becomes the law. 

Mr. President. when this bill was before 
the House of Representatives an amend
ment was offered on the floor which re
duced the appropriation of this agency 
from $50,319,000 to $25,319,000. The 
House committee opposed the amend
ment. That committee had conducted 
hearings and evidently thought that the 
larger appropriation was justified. The 

· Senate committee also conducted hear
ings for several days on this item. There 
have, undoubtedly, been numerous iso
lated instances of mistakes being made in 
'the operation of this program, but I 
think the Senate should bear in mind 
that this is a comparatively new program, 
and not only that but it deals with the 
most underprivileged and helpless people 
of this Nation, people who have never had 
any opportunity whatever -in life to be
come self-sustaining or who have been 
victims of conditions beyond their con
trol which have wiped away all they 
have possessed. 
. While the matter was pending in the 
committee the President .sent a supple
mental Budget estimate requesting the 
appropriation of $180,000,000 for the loan 
item which appears on page 87, and re
questing an increase in the appropriation 
appearing on page 85 for administrative 
expenses of $14,778,0.00. The committee 
only allowed $50,000,000 of the increase · 
that was requested by the President for 
_the purpose of making loans and allowed 
only $2,100,000 of the amount requested 
for administrative expenses. For that 
reason the figure on page 85 does not re
flect the reduction that was made in the 
appropriation for the operations of the 
migratory labor camps, because the same 
amount was allowed in the supplemental 
estimate for administrative purposes. 
Th~ supplemental Budget estimate of 

the President urged an additional appro
priation of $14,778,000 and an additional 
loan authorization of $l05,000,000 on the 
.ground that it was necessary as a part of 
the feod-for-freedom program. I quote 
from the supplemental Budget estimate: 

In order to meet our food requirements 
and those of our Allies, i:t is clearly apparent 
that every effort must be made to increase 
.our production of _agricultural commodities 
to the fullest possible extent. No farmers 
should be precluded from doing his -part be
"cause of lacl{ of credit. To this end the 
Department of Agriculture has informed both 
private and Federal credit agencies of our 
food needs and urged their maximum co
operation in the extension of the necessary 
credit. However, notwithstanding the facili
ties presently available, there are thousands 
of low-income farmers who · cannot obtain 
sufficient credit to participate fully in the 
food-for-freedom program. 

Studies of the Department of Agriculture 
reveal that, even with all other farm groups 
operating at maximum production, the pro
duction of the low-income farm group is 
vitally needed to assist us in reaching the 
food-production goals required for the suc
cessful prosecution of the war. It there
fore proposes a strong attack on this problem 
which will make use of the facilities of the 
Farm · Security Administration and will 
quickly and effectively reach the maximum 
number of low-income farmers with guid
ance, supervision, and adequate credit. 

Witnesses appeared before the com
mittee and pointed out that the last un
used reservoir of labor ·in this country was 
the labor on the farms and that the low
:lncome farmers did not have the capital 
to utilize their labor. In other words, 
in the West there might be a farm family 
that, due to the lack of capital, was · only 
able to have 20 cows, whereas with ade
quate labor available within the family 
they could raise at least 60 or 70 beef 
cattle if- they only had the capital to 

expand their operations. In other words, 
these low-income farm families might 
have 2 or 3 members of the family, young 
boys or old men, who are not capable of 
going into defense plants or who are not 
subject to the draft, but who are potential 
.assets as farm laborers, but, due to the 
lack of capital, such labor cannot be 
utilized. 

It was a very persuasive argument. 
The committee, however, realizing the 
necessity for careful husbanding of all 
·the credit resources of the country, as 
well as the necessity for the utmost econ
omy .in all operations, disallowed all the 
supplemental estimates for administra- · 
tive expenses, except the sum Of $2,100,-
000 out ·of the $14,778,000 recommended, 
and we cut the amount of the estimate 
jor the loans by $55,ooo:ooo. We feel 
.that, while we have not allowed the entire 
Budget estimate, we have allowed suffi
cient to enable the Farm· Security Ad
ministration to utilize the great amount 
of this labor that is today going to waste 
because of lack of capital on the farms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while it is, 
perhaps, utterly futile to speak against 
any of the appropriations contained in 
·this bill, I desire to make an explanation 
of the action of the Committee on the 
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex
penditures which recommended the 
abolition of the Farm Security Adminis
tration and the transfer-of the duties and 
obligations of this particular agency to 
.the Agricultural Department within other 
branches of that Department. 

The Committee on Reduction of Nones
sentiar" Spending was· established by an 
act of Congress, and this mandate was 
given to the committee: 

To make a full and complete study and 
investigation of all expenditures of the Fed
eral Government, with a view to recommend
ing the elimination or reduction of all such 
expenditures deemed by the committee to be 
nonessential, and to report to the President 
and to the Congress the results of its study, 
together with its recommendations, at the 
.earliest practicable date. 

Carrying out that mandate of Congress~ 
the committee made an exhaustive inves
tigation of the different activities of the 
(Xovernrnent for the purpose of recom
mending to Con·gress and to the Presi
dent a reduction of nonessential spend
ing in the period of great crisis which now 
confronts us. 

Of course, it is easy to talk about econ
omy in generalities, but it is very difficult 
to point to specific instances where the 
economies may be effected, and the com
mittee had a most difficult task to ac
complish. 

Economy is always painful. I know of 
no economizer who has been popular. 
There are no bands to welcome him on 
his return home, because there are al
ways those who are adversely affected by 
any economy the Government may in
stitute. 
· When spending is entrenched in every. 
nook and corner of America, as it now is, 
it makes economy most difficult to ac
complish; but when we consider that we 
are now confronted with the most colos-
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sal expenditures in the history of this 
country, expenditures which were unbe
lievable even a few months ago, when we 
realize that in the next year we will 
spend, we are told, if it is possible to do 
so, for the promotion of our war effort, 
from sixty to seventy billion dollars in 1 
year, it seems to me that every possible 
economy should be effected in our non
essential, nondefense spending. 

The House Committee on Ways and 
Means has now adopted a proposal, to 
be inserted in the next revenue bill, mak
ing subject to income taxes an individ
ual with income of only $500, and a mar
ried couple with an income of only $1,200. 
Everything above a net income of $500, 
in the case of a single individual, or 
$1,200 in the case of a married couple, 
will be taxed. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator 
might add at that point that in spite of 
that cruel burden, there will still be a 
deficit of $50,000,000,000 in tbat fiscal 
year. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Mi~h
igan is correct. Notwithstanding that 
terrific taxation, we will pay less than 
one-half t~e total expenditures of our 
Government. We are reaching the point, 
Mr. President, when it can be predicted 
that before the emergency is over we will 
have a debt of perhaps not less than 
$200,000,000,000, and .perhaps more. 

After all, I think we must recognize 
that solvency is the very foundation stone 
upon which representative democracy is 
founded. Destroy the solvency of a na
tion, and those freedoms for which our 
forefathers fought and died _that we 
might enjoy will go. Solvency depends 
upon the ability of the private enterprise 
system to pay the costs of operating our 
Government. Whenever taxation be
comes so excessive that the costs of the 
Government over a period of time can
not be paid, then the solvency of our 
Government is destroyed. 

We must recognize the fact, too, that 
there have been deficits in our Federal. 
revenue for 9 years, and the time will 
come, at the conclusion of the war, when 
we must balance our Budget if we are to 
maintain the system of government 
which we now have. The foundation 
stone upon which it is founded, in my 
judgment, is the system of free private 
business enterprise. When free private 
business enterprise cannot support the 
activities of the Government, when it 
cannot pay the interest and other obli
gations the Government has to pay, then 
we must go to some kind of state social
ism, which will destroy the freedoms we 
now have. 

To go back to the report of the com
mittee creat ..... d to recommend the reduc
tion of nonessential spending, I wlsh to 
say that the members of the committee 
on the part of the Senate were appointed 
by the Vice President, and those on the 
part of the House by the Speaker of the 
House; and the resolution creating the 
committee made the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Director of the Budget 
members of the committee. 

The recommendation of the committee 
that the Farm Security agency be abol
ished, and tt.at its duties be transferred 
to the Department of Agriculture, that 

part relating to loans transferred to the 
Crop and Seed Loan Division, that part 
relating to education to the Extension 
Service, was made and signed by Mr. 
ROBERT L. DOUGHTON, as vice chairman 
of the committee, who is chairman of 
the House Ways and Means Comniittee, 
and it was signed by Mr. Henry Mor
genthau, Jr., Secretary of the Treasury, 
with the reservation, however, that the 
reductions recommended by the commit
tee insofar as agriculture was concerned 
were not as much as they should be. 
Mr. Morgenthau, whose lett~r is printed 
in the report, indicated that he thought a 
reduction of at least $500,000,000 should 
be made in the appropriations for agri
culture. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Sl!nator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I received a letter 

from the Secretary of the Treasury re
questing that, if" the occasion arose, he 
would like to have me make clear his 
position as to the Farm Security Admin
istration. Because of that request; 1 
wish to read his letter, which strongly 
endorses all the appropriations, includ
ing -those disallowed by the committee. 

Mr. BYRD. ·All I can say is that the 
Secretary signed the report with the res- · 
ervations contained in his letter which 
was made a part of the report. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Secretary asked 
me to make his position clear, and ·I think 
that, in justice to him, I should read his 
letter. It is addressed to me, is dated 
Washington, D. C., May 1, 1942, and 
reads as follows: 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I understand your sub
committee has under consideration the bill 
providing appropriations for the Farm Secu
rity Administration's program during the fis
cal year 1943, and that the report of the Joint 
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures, of which I am a mem
ber, has been called to the subcommittee's 
attention. 

I might interpolate that I did not tell 
Mr. Morgenthau that the matter had 
been called to the attention of the 
subcommittee. I do not know how he 
received his information. The . letter 
continues: 

In this connection I would like to state 
that last winter I submitted several recom
mendations to the Joint Committee on Re
duction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures, 
and among such recommendations I urged 
that we should make drastic cuts in our 
agricultural expenditures. 

In making this recommendation I stated 
that I did not refer to the bulk of activities 
undertaken by the Farm Security Adminis
tration and that I believed there should be 
no reduction in our help of the sharecroppers 
and farm tenants who are in urgent and 
continuing need of economic rehabilitation. 
It was my feeling then, and it is still my 
feeling, · that substantial reductions could be 
made in our agricultural expenditures with
out striking out those parts of the agricul
tural program which are helping the under
nourished and which are doing so much for 
the sharecroppers, farm tenants, and other 
persons who can only be rehabilitated with 
the continuing assistance of the Government 
through the activities which are being carried 
on by the Farm Security Administration. 

Furthermore, I feel that the Farm Security 
Administration's program has now assumed 

a new importance because of the war and 
our anti-inflation efforts, in that it is assist
ing a sizable group of our low-income farm
ing population to expand agricultural pro
duction and thereby help increase the_ food 
supply and avoid inflated prices. 

_I would appreciate it, if the occasion arises, 
that yotl would make my position clear. 

Very truly yours, 
H. MORGENTHAU, Jr., 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

In response to the request of the Sec
retary, inasmuch as the Senator from 
Virginia has l'eferred to him, I thought 
I should make his position clear. 

Mr. BYH.D. I referred to him because 
he signed the report; and this was the 
exception he made: 

I am willing to sign the report of the Joint 
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures subject, however, to my 
disagreement with the recommendations un
der Agriculture. I disagree with the recom
mendations with respect to agriculture, and 
in lieu of the recommendations contained in 
the committee's report, I desire to suggest 
the following: 

When I appeared before the committee on 
November 14, I stated that expenditures in
cluded in the Budget under the farm pro
gram which was initiated in 1933, after the 
catastrophic fall in prices in 1932, were de
signed mainly to meet conditions involving 
low prices for farm products, surplus pro
duction, and loss of export markets. Pres
ent conditions are radically different from 
those which the farm program was designed 
to meet. It is estimated that in 1941 the 
farmer's share of the national income will be 
20 percent greater · than in 1932, notwith
standing a reduction of almost 10 percent in 
the proportion of the farm population to the 
total population of the country. Although 
governmental aid was necessary in order to 
bring the farmer's net income from three 
and one-fourth billion dollars in 1932 up to 
eight and one-half billion dollars or more 
in 1941, certainly after having reached this 
goal there does not appear to be any reason 
to continue spending at the same rate. The 
farmer is getting his share of the total ex
penditures made by the Government, aR the 
increase in his net income indicates. In 
addition, there are substantial benefits that 
will accrue to the farmer from the lend
Iea:::e program .. 

Iv view of all these circumstances I feel 
at this time that we should make drastic 
cuts in our agricultural expenditures, and I 
would recommend that the Secretary of Agri
culture be required to operate the agricul
tural program included in the Budget with 
an annual appropriation of $500,000,000 less 
than authorized for the current fiscal year. 

With respect to that part of the agricul
tural program carried on with funds bor
rowed from the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration, I would want the committee to 
make a more thorough investigation of these 
activities before I make any definite recom
mendation for reductions in the amounts 
available for this purpose. 

That was written on December 22. 
M-:-. TAFT. Mr . . President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I wonder whether the 

chairman of the subcommittee asked Mr. 
Morgenthau to specify just what it was 
he did think could be cut, and whether 
any information was, :<eceived as to which 
of the other appropriations, rather than 
that for the Farm S3curity Administra
tion, should be cut. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I asked nothing of 
Mr. Morgenthau. I never regarded Mr. 
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Morgenthau as a great expert on agri-
. cultural questions, and it never occurred 
to me to invite him before the committee 
in regard to any agricultural questions. 
Mr. Morgenthau wrote me this letter, 
but not at my solicitation. I do not 
know what impelled him to do i~ but I 
felt that, in justice to him •. I should put 
the letter in the RECORD, inasmuch as 
he had been referred to by the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. TAFT. · I am surprised at the Sen
ator's statement regarding the Secretary 
of the Treasu'ry, because I understood 
he had graduated from the agricultural 
school at Cornell, that he was a special
ist on agricultural matters, and was one 
of the best advised men on agricultural 
questions. · 

Mr. RUSSELL. In times past I have 
had occasion to differ very widely with 
the Secretary of the Treasury with . re
spect to particulars of the farm pro
gram. When I stated that I did not con
sider him an expert, it was perhaps an 
opinion formed because his views so far 
varied from my own. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. If anything has 

been made clear it is that the Secretary 
is not very clear himself in anything he 
is trying to make clear. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, ·will 
the Senator yield for a query? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. -
Mr. GILLETTE. In the letter' from 

the Secretary of the Treasury which the 
Senator from Virginia just quoted there 
was a comparison made between' 2 years, 
and -the relative share of the national 
income which the farm group had re
ceived in those 2 years, which showed 
that in 1941 there was a 20-percent in
crease. I wonder if the Senator will refer 
to the letter and read that sentence 
again. 

Mr. BYRD. What I read was as fol
.Iows: 

It is estimated that in 19~1 the farmer's 
share of the national income will be 20 per
cent greater than in 1932, notwithstanding a 
.reduction of almost 10 percent in the pro
portion of the farm population to the total 
population of the country. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to 

state for the REcORD that the Secretary 
of the Treasury signed the report, subject 
to the letter which I' read, recommending 
the reduction of $500,000,000 in the farm 
appropriation. This report was signed 
without reservation by CARTER GLASS, 
chairman Senate Committee on Appro
priations, WALTER GEORGE, chairman 
Sen~.te Committee on Finance, KENNETH 
McKELLAR, Democratic ranking Member, 
Se11.ate Appropriations Committee, CLIF
To"l.~ A. WooDRUM, Democratic ranking 
Member, House Appropriations Commit
tee, THOMAS H. CULLEN, Democratic rank
ing Member, House Ways and Means 
Committee,. ALLEN H. TREADWAY, Republi
can ranking Member, House Ways and 
Means Committee, JOHN H. TABER, Re
publican ranking Member. House Com
mittee on Appropriations, and GERALD P. 
'NYE, Republican ranking Member, Sen
ate Committee on Appropriations, who 

dissen'ted with respect to the recommen
dations concerning agriculture . 
- As I previously said, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] submitted 
minority views. 

The Budget D irector was preparing : a 
budget for the President, and he asked 
that .. he be relieved froni signing the 
report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the report, together with the 
signatures of those who signed it, may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL 

EXPENDITURE,S 

DECEMBER 24, 1941. 
Report to: The President of the United 

States; the Vice President of the United 
States, President of the Senate; the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

In accord_ance with title 6 of the· Revenue 
Act of 1941, Public Law No. 250, ·seventy
seventh Congress; a preliminary report here
with is presented by the Joint Committee on 
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expendi-
tures. · 

. LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

· · _This committee was established pursuant 
to title 6 .of the Revenue Act of 1941, ap-

. proved September 20, 1941,' which 'directed ft 
to ·"make· a fulr and ·complete study and in
vestigation of all expenditures of the Federal 
Government, with a view to recommending 
the elimination or reduction of all such ex
pepditures deemed by the . committee to be 
nonessential, and to report to tlie President 
and to the · Congress the results of its study, 
together with its recommendations, at the 
·earliest practicable date." . 

PROCEDURE 

The committee has had the benefit of the 
testimony of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
a member of the committee, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, and various other officia;Is of the 
Government regarding the possibility of spe
cific savings in · existing departments and 
agencies. It has had before it for study the 
report of the Director of the Bureau of ·the 
Budget, also a member of the committee, 
submitted in response to the request of Au
gust 28, 1941, from the Senate Finance Com
mittee, as well as other data submitted di
rectly to this committee by the Budget Bu
reau. The committee has received also sug
gestions of economies from civic agencies, 
taxpayers' clubs, and private citizens. It has 
collected, in addition, evidence from its own 
sources, and it has. devoted considerable time 
to a survey of the problems. This report is 
made on the basis of all the information thus 
collected. 

INITIAL REPORT 

Directed to report to the President and 
to the Congress at the earliest possible 
date, the committee considers it highly de
sirable to present now a preliminary report. 
The committee emphasizes that this report 
is only its first, and that other departments, 
agencies, funds, programs, and items will be 
examined by the committee and treated in 
subsequent reports. . 

This is only a partial report. While the 
committee has worked diligently since its 
organization, the magnitude of the labor in
volved as well as the vital legislative matters 
before Congress in recen_t weeks have pre
vented due consideration to further reduc
tions and eliminations, which will be re
ported on later. Subjects considered in this 
report are limited largely to those estab
lished originally as depression measures. 

The committee believes that in view of 
the improved economic situation and the 

vital new war· conditions the agencies of 
Government and the Membe_rs of Congress 
should have at the earliest practicable time 
the benefit of conclusions thus far reached 
by the committee, and any possible economies 
which now can be eff~ctec should not be 
deferred. 

Before the war, economy in nonessential 
spending was important. Now it is ,vital. 
There is no room for nonessentials· -in a 
government stripped for action. Our united 
purpose is' to produce suffi~lent armament 
and trained personnel to win tbis war. Noth
ing can be permitt.ed to . interfere with this 
objective. - The American pecple are being 
asked to pay extremely bul'densome taxes 
which will become .greater; they are being 
asked to make . great. sacrifice and endure. 
hardships. The Government should set the. 
example. 

The United States Treasury is facing the 
tremendous task of financing the war.- We 
must decrease its . difficulties, not increase 
them_ All nonessential spending must yield 
to the needs of our defense program. 

Strenuous efforts are being made to pre
vent serious . price inflation. To continue 
consumer subsidies created during depres-: 
sion years_ without urgent necessity wil_l pour 
fuel on a disastrous inflation fire. 

The committee believes substantial reduc'! 
tion in nonessential spending would be of 
material aid in holding down ' inflationary 
price increases. · 

We shall have to draw on all our resources 
and accumulated wealth, as well as manpower 
to fight a long war. In addit~on to equipping 
our own armed f-arces and _establishing at 
home our own defenses, we have undertaken 
to furnish military supplies of every ·descrip-:
tion to all nations fighting the forces of ag:
gression. We must continue this without 
stint. But it is a colossal obligation. 

FEDERAL DEBT 

We started this war with a direct Federal 
indebtedness of about $55.000,000,000. 

Today the ultimate cost of the war is un
predictable, but to date we have appropriated 
and authorized $75,000,000,000 for national de
fense. This is only the b~ginning. Every 
dollar now added to the public debt without 
imperative defense need makes it more diffi
cult for America to meet post-war-pecriod 
problems in both domestic economy and for
eign trade. 

In this titanic world struggle with totali
tarian forces, democracies must not only con .. 
quer, they must preserve their democratic 
system. That means the preservation of sol
vent government. National solvency-diffi
cult in this emergency and so essential to the 
preservation of the democratic system-is of 
no necessary concern to totalitarian govern
ments. ' 

· Necessary expenditure of billions for na
tional defense has changed abruptly the rea
sons and advisability for continuing certain 
agencies, services, and functions of Govern
ment. 

Amounts expended for defense soon will be 
so large as to obviate much of the necessity 
for spending in relief and other items for 
which the committee recommends elimina
tion or reduction. 

Judged by national income, estimated at 
$105,000,000,000, 1942 will be the most pros
perous year in American history. This may 
be compared with the national inc.ome of 
approximately $82,000,000,000 in 1929. That 
is one reason to believe that much of the re
lief expenditure continued from -the so-called 
depression ~ ·ears now can be eliminated. Con
tinuation of public works and some other 
·types of projects during the war emergency 
would require diversion of vital man-power 
and materials from defense to nondefense 
projects. 

The Federal Government alone must pay 
-the cost of national defense. ·For years the 
Federal Government has been carrying a 
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heavy load of State and local responsibilities. 
The committee believes that during this 
emergency the States and localities should 
reassume, where necessary, responsibillties 
historically theirs. 

THE FUTURE PROGRAM 

In general, the commit't(ile will continue its · 
Investigation as follows: 

1. It will continue its e.xaminati<m of all 
. Federal expenditures to determine where 
. fm·ther curtailment or elimination of ex
penditures can be made, in the light of de
fense needs, increasing industrial production 
and employment, and other factors . 

2 . It will examine further and in detail 
the activit ies of the departments and agen
cies of the Federal Government to determine 
whetJ:ler all functions performed by depart
ments and agencies are essential under ex
isting conditions, whether duplications and 
corresponding functions can be conso:idated, 
and the extent to which contraction can be 
substituted for expansion. 

3. It will sci·utinize Government-owned 
corporations to determine whether present 
loan policies are advisable in view of changed 
conditions, whether loans are being made effi
ciently, with proper regard t9 security, re
payment, and other terms, and whether sal
aries and expenses of such corporations are 
reasonable. 

4 . It will examine purchasing, classifica
tion, salaries, transportation, publicity, and 
other items of expense and p.ractice to deter
mine whether they are being administered 
1n an economical manner. 

5. It will review all permanent agencies in 
an effort to determine the necessity and the 
efficiency of their administration and the. 
advisability of mo1·e effective controls. · 

6. It will review defense expenditures and 
make recommendations for the elimination' 
of waste .and inefticiency in administration. 

The committee's views on the·se subjects 
and possibly others will be embod.ioo in sub
sequent reports. 

UOOKMENDATIONS 

1 . . New adventures 

The committee recommends that no new 
adventures or oommitments in public works 
or costly Government programs be und~r
taken during the period of the war emer
gency, except those imperatively necessary 
to national defense. 

The committee cautions against the futility 
of retrenching in existing nonessential 
spending and subsequently .appropriating for 
programs or projects that could. be deferred 
tuntil after tbe er.nergency. 
2. Civilian Conservation Corps, National 

Youth Administration, Office of Education, 
Work .Projects Administration 

The committee recommends that the Civil
ian Conservation Corps, the National Youth 
Administration, and the national-defense 
training activities of the O.ifice of Education 
be aboliShed, effective as soon as possible and 
not later than July 1, 1942, and that there be 
established in some suitable a~ncy facilitit-s 
for training persons for work in defense oc
cupations; this activity to be limited strictly 
to national-defense work and confined to 
those fields and to numbers to be certifi~d by 
the Secretary ·01 War and the Secretary of the 
Navy as necessary for that purpose; also th<:'lt 
there be merged in this new program any 
necessary part of defense training now under 
the Work Projects Adm.inistration as shall be 
certified by the Secretary of War or the 8"t:re
tary of the Navy as neces3ary to national 
defense; and further that all portions of pre
viously appropriated funds for these agencies 
now held in reserve by direction of the Bu
reau ol the Budget (totaling $132,000,000) be 
oovered into the Treasury. 

3. Work Projects Administration 
The committE!e recommends that there be 

appropriated to the Work Projects Adminis-

tration the sum of not more than $50,000,-
000 per month for 3 months beginning July 
1, 1942. Any work naw being carried on by 
the Wotk Pr.o]ects Administration for account 

-of natiorial defense after July 1, 1942, should 
be carried on under the direction of the War 
and Navy Departments and the amount here 
:recommendc;d for the Work Projects Admin
istration reduced accordingly. 

The committee believes that with defense 
expenditures constantly increasing, Work 
Projects Administration appropriations 
should be on a quarterly basis beginning 
July 1, 1942, and that as employment in
creases the quarterly appropriations should 
be reduced accordingly. 

4. Civil de-;:artments 

The committee recommends that every pos
sible retrenchment be made in the adminis
trative costs of the civil departments and 
agencies. There has not been sufficient time 
for the committee to investigate fully these 
administrative costs. This will be done as 
promptly as possible. 

The Budget Bureau report before this com
mittee estimates that under a plan ·to re
duce Federal nondefense .spending $1,500,-
000,000, the allotted r€duct1on in i:egular 
appropriations to civil departments and 
a.gencie_ would be $100,000,000. This would 
reduce total appropriations from $830,000,000 
for civil departments to $730,000,000. 

The cost of publicity activities in the .civil 
... departments and agencies is estimated by the 
Eureau of the Budget to be at 1ea~;L $30,-
000,000, and should be carefully reviewed for 
reductions and eliminations. 

5. Agriculture 

The committee at this time considered in •. 
detail expenditures by the Department of 
Agriculture, among the regular departments, 
because of the large programs and far-reach
ing activities established. within and trans
ferred to that ~partment during the depres.: 
sion period. The eommittee based its study . 
on material furnished by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Bureau of the Budget and 
its agricultural examiners, and by Depart
ment officials who work with the programs 
and activities. This study will be continued:, 
and as a partial report the committee now 
recommends: 

(a) Elimination of all land purchases by 
the Department of Agriculture during the 
period of the emergency. 

(b) ReView of arlministrative costs of the 
Department of Agriculture and elimination 
of all unnecessary overhead, and especially 
the wages and <()Verhe.ad incident to the em
ployment of nearly 100,000 Agricultural Ad
justment Administration committeemen. 

~c) Reduction of $100,000,000 in the ap
propriation for "Exportation and domestic 
con$umption of agricultural commodities" 
program. 

(d) That rates and premiums of the Fed-
. eral Crop Insurance Corporation be made 

actuarily sound in a manner to carry losses 
and that the Corporation be made self-
supporting. · 

(e) Abolition of the farm-tenant program 
with ·an annual administrative ·cost of $7,122,-
570 and authorization to borrow $50,000,000. 
' (f) Abolition of the Farm Security Admin
istration with $70,500,000 in direct appropria
tion and- authority to borrow $120.000,000; 
its national defense activities, to the extent 
that they are necessary, to be transferred to 
some more suitable agency. 

(g) Deferment of rural electrification ex
pansion to. the extent that it conflicts with 
national-defense priorities on materials. 

. 6. Federal highway and public works 

The committee recommends that during 
the emergency one-half of the Federal high
way appropriations and authorizations be de
ferred, at a saving of $64,000,000. 

The committee believes an appropriations 
and authorizations for all public works, in
cluding Federal dams. flood control, reclama
tion proJ'€cts, and public buildings not di
rectly essential to national defense sh'Ould be 
deferred until after the emergency. 

Such appropriations. and authorizations, 
includirig highway funds, total approximately 
$160,000,000. These items immediately should 
be reviewed carefully . 

7. Reseroes impounded 

The committee recommends that all funds 
impounded by the Bureau of the Budget from 
previous appropriations and held in reserve 
now be covered back into the Treasury. 

The committee recommends that legisla
tion be enact~ which would authorize the 
Director of the Budget to set up reserves out 
of any future appropriation, at such items 
and in such amounts as the Director may de
termine. 

8. Government . corporattons 

The Govermnent, -more and more, is rely
ing upon the thirty-odd Federal corporations 
for "financing both defense and nondefense 
operations. Most of the funds thus used, 
amounting to· many billion dollal'S, are not 
subject now to the usual budgetary and audit 
control, nor does Congress have control over 
disbursements 'Of funds through these corpo
rations, except in blank'Et authorizations. 
Receipts derived from collections on loans 
made by these corporations return to their 
credit. They are subject only to control by 

· the corporations themselves outside of any 
congressional jurisdiction. 

'These corporations already have authoriza
. tion substantially to obligate the credit of the 
Government. ·These obligations constitr te 
an indirect Federal debt to the extent that 
they are guaranteed by the Federal Govern
ment and that they are not met by the insti
tutions th"8mselves. 

The committee recommends coordination 
of these corporate activities; legislation sub
jecting the corporations to . budgetary and 
audit control; and that Congress assume 
tangible and direct control over their funds 
by means of it:J constitutional appropriating 
machinery. 

The committee will d~al with the disburse
ments of Government corporations and make 
more specific recommendations in subsequent 
reports. 

TABULAR RECAPITULATION 

If the specific recommendations by the 
committee are adopted, the appropriations for 
the next fiscal year will be less than in the 
current fiscal year by the following amounts: 
Civilian Conservation Corps 

(aboltahed)---------------
National Youth Administra

,tion (abolished) (nonde-
fense) --------------------

Work Projects Administration 
(present appropriation $875,-
000,000 annually). Recom
mendation for quarterly ap
propriation including de
fense a-ctivities for first 3 
months of next fiscal year 
of $5'0,000,000 monthly and 
further reduction as employ
ment improves due to de
fense expenditures should 
save at least for the year __ _ 

Agriculture: 
Deferment of land pur-

chases----------------
Savings in overhead ex

penses of Department as indicated _____________ _ 
~eduction in appropria

tion for exportation and 
domestic consumption 
?f. agricultural commod-
Ities------------------ , 

Farm-tenant program 
(abolished) (cash)---· 

Savings 
$246,960,000 

91,967,000 

400, 000,000 

3,000,000 

50,000,000 

100,000, 000 

7,122,000 
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Farm-tenant program 
(abolished) (loan au
thorization can c e 1 a-
tion)------------------

Farm Security Adminis
tration (abolished) 
(cash) ----------------

Farm Security Adminis-
tration (abolished) 
(1 o an a.uthorization 
cancelation) ----------

Public works and Federal 
highway: One-half defer-
ment in public roadS ______ ,. 

Other public works: 
Deferment of p u b li c 

buildings for nonde-
fense-----------------

Deferment of Department 
of the Interior items--

Deferment of rivers and 
harbors and flood con-trol items ____________ _ 

Savings 
$50,000,000 

70,500,000 

120,000,000 

64,000,000 

43,164,000 

26,727,000 

27,835,000 

Cash savings _________ 1, 131, 075, 000 
Cancelation of loan activ-

ities------------------- 170,000,000 

TotaL--------------- 1, 301, 075, 000 

In addition, if funds impounded by the Di· 
rector of the Budget were covered into the 
Treasury by legislative action, as this com
mittee recommends, there would be immedi· 
ate savings of $415,890,061. 

These savings specifically recommended are 
partial in scope and leave a field of economies 

'-.. · in which further substantial reductions will 
be recommended. 

In the field for future investigation by 
this committee, where no recommendations • 
are as yet made, are reductions in admin
istrative costs of civil departments as re
ferred to above and noted by the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget in his report 
to the Senate Finance Committee. The com
mittee has lacked time for investigation into 
many other expenditures which are and will 
be under study. 

The committee is deeply grateful, especially 
for the cooperation of Hon. Henry Morgen
thau, Jr., the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
Hen. Harold D. Smith, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, · as members of the 
committee, and for the expert information 
which they have made available to the com
mittee. The committee is grateful also for 
the cooperation of the heads and officials 
of the various departments in the commit
tee's deliberations. 

This preliminary report is based upon the 
great amount of factual information, testi
mony, and other documentary evidence which 
will be incorporated from time to time in 
additional forthco:ming reports. 

Harry F. Byrd, chairman, member Sen
ate Finance Committee; Robert L. 
Doughten, vice chairman, · chair
man House Committl;!e on Ways 
and Means; Henry Morgenthau, Jr., 
Secretary of the Treasury (subject 
to qualifications as stated in his 
letter, which is attached); Carter 
Glass, chairman, Senate Commit
tee on Committee on Appropria
tions; Walter F. George, chairman, 
Senate Committee on Finance (see 
attached comment); Kenneth Mc
Kellar, Democratic ranking mem
ber, Senate Appropriations Com
mittee; Clifton A. Woodrum, Dem
ocratic ranking member, House 
Appropriations Committee; Thom
as H. Cullen, Democratic ranking 
member, House Ways and Means 
Committee; Allen H. Treadway, 
Republican ranking member, House 
Ways and Means Committee; John 
H. Taber, Republican ranking 
member, House Committee on 
Appropriations; Gerald P. Nye, Re-

publican ranking member, Senate 
Committee on Appropriations (ap
proves recommen·dations 1, 2, 3, 4, 
6, 7, and 8, but makes exception 
to recommendation 5. See at
tached comment). 

Senator GEORGE's comment: 
"In my opinion the defense activities of the 

National Youth Administration and educa
tional activities relating strictly to defense 
activities in the Bureau of Education should 
be continued in the agencies respectively un
less a substantial saving could be made by 
combining the two." 

Senator NYE's exception: 
"I take exGeption respecting recommenda

tion No. 5, rel!iting to reductions in the De- ' 
partment of Agriculture. 

"While I am confident that large savings 
can be accomplished in that Department, I 
am not ready to recommend just where and 
in what amount the savings shall be unper
taken, without chance for searching study of 
the subject of effect in each recommended re-
duction. · 

"We · must keep agriculture strong and 
ready for the adju~tment that must follow 
the war. When we let agriculture down dur
ing and after the last war, we contributed 
largely to the economic break-down which 
finally encompassed the whole country. We 
must not repeat that experience." 

Congressman CLARENCE CANNON, chairman 
of the House Appropriations Committee, par.r 
ticipated actively in the preparation ·of the 
report, and was unexpectedly called home. 
The opportunity was not available to present 
the report to him for signature. 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, December 22, 1941. 

Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Reduc

tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi
tures, United States Senate. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I am willing to sign the 
report of the Joint Committee on Reduction 
of Nonessential Federal Expenditures sub
ject, however, to my disagreement with the 
recommendations under ':Agriculture." I dis
agree with the recommendations with respect 
to agriculture and in lieu of the recommen-

. dations contained in the committee's report, 
I desire to suggest the following: 

When I appeared before the committee on 
November 14, I stated that expenditures in
cluded in the Budget under the farm program 
which was initiated in 1933, after the catas
trophic fall in prices in 1932, were designed 
mainly to meet conditions involving low prices 
for farm products, surplus production, and 
loss o: export markets. Present conditions 
are radically different from those which the 
farm program was designed to meet. It is 
estimated that in 1941 the farmer's share 
of the national income will be 20 percent 
greater than in 1932, notwithstanding a re
duction of almost 10 percent in the proportion 
of the farm population to the total popula
tion of the country. Although governmental 
aid was necessary in order to bring the farm- · 
er's net income from $3,250,000,000 in 1932 
up to $8,500,000,000 or more in 1941, certainly 
after having reached this goal there does not 
appear to be any re_!lson to continue spending 
at the same rate. The farmer is getting his 
share of the total expenditures made by the 
Government, as the increase in his net income 
indicates. In addition, there are substan
tial benefits that will accrue to the farmer 
from the l(.nd-lease program. 

In view of all these circumstances I feel at 
this time that we should make drastic cuts in 
our agricultural expenditures and I would 
recommend that the Secretary of Agriculture 
be required to operate the agricultural pro
gram included in the Budget with an annual 
appropriation of $500,000,000 less than au
thorized for the curre· .t fiscal year. 

With respect to that part of the agricul
tural program carried on with funds borrowed 

·from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
I would want the committee to make-a more 
thorough investigation of these activities be
fore I make any definite recommendation for 
reductions in the amounts available for this 
purpose. 

I also raise a question about the recom
mendation {par. 1 of item No. 7, "Reserves 
impounded") to cover into the Treasury all 
reserves set up by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Reserves are set up primarily to meet unfore
seen contingencies and to avoid deficiencies. 
Many times these reserves result in large 
savings. It seems to me that if a general 
recommendation of this kind is adopted it 
would defeat the very purpose for which 
reserves are created. 

Sincerely yours, 
HENRY MORGENTHAU, Jr., 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

ExECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., December 23, 1941. 
. Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, 

· Chairman, Joint Committee on 
Reduction of Nonessential 

Federal Expenditures, 
United States Senate. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: While I have cooperated 
with the committee by making available the 
facilities of the Bureau of the Budget, in view 
of my position as head of the Bureau and my 
official participation in the preparation of the 
President's forthcoming 1943 Budget to be 
submitted January 3, I obviously cannot join 
in a report which may contain recommen
dations at variance therewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD D. SMITH, 

Director. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, with re .. 
spect' to the Farm Security Administra
tion, let ·me say that the committee was 
in session for nearly 12 hours on this one 
agency, the Farm Security Administra .. 
tion, and those in favor of its con
tinuance had 6 hours and 19 minutes, 
and those opposed had 5 hours and 15 
minutes . 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD two resolutions, one adopted by 
the National Grange at its seventy-fifth 
annual session at Worcester, Mass., 
November 12...:21, 1941; and the other by 
the American Farm Bureau Federation 
at its twenty-third annual convention at 
Chicago, Ill., December 11, 1941. · 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE NATIONAL GRANGE 

AT ITS SEVENTY-FIFTH ANNUAL SESSION AT 
WORCESTER, MASS., NOVE:r.tBER 12-21, 1941 

12. Unnecessary nondefense spending must 
be eliminated because of increased demands 
upon tax-paying ability. 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE NATIONAL COUNCIL 
OF FARMER COOPERATIVES AT THEIR FOUR• 
TEENTH ANNUAL MEETING AT ATLANTA, GA., 
JANUARY 12, 1942 

Eliminating nonessential Federal services 
In the interest of conserving all available 

strength of our Governmnt as to facilities, 
services, and personnel, for maximum appli
cation to the needs of our program, we urge 
that agricultural cooperatives join all other 
interests in foregoing services of such nature, 
not of Jmmediate necessity, during the 
present emergency; and urge that present 
governmental activities along the above lines 
be reviewed with the purpose of possible cur
tailments for the duration. 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE AMERICAN FARM 

BUREAU FEDERATION AT ITS TWENTY-THIRD 
ANNUAL CONVENTION AT CHICAGO, ILL., 
DECEMBER 11, 1941 

Nondefense spending and economy 
In view of the great expansion of all Gov

ernment bureaus, and since the emergencies 
for which many were set up have largely de
creased or ceased to exist, we recommend that 
the activity of such agencies and bureaus as 
have served their major function, be curtailed 
in proportion to ·the reduction in necessity 
for the work they have been performing. 

The mountipg public debt and the neces
sities of war require that every administrator 
of Government be unusually zealous in his 
efforts to eliminate was:te, extravagance, 
duplication, and unnecessary expenditure. 

Agriculture is setting the example by re
ducing substantially its request for appro
priations in line with the improvement in 
agricultural conditions. It calls upon all 
economic groups and all administrators re
sponsible for t he expenditure of public funds 
to seek through every legitimate means, the 
highest degree of efficiency and economy. · 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, from April 
8, 1935, to December 31, 1941, the Farm 
Security Administration and its prede
cessor agencies made loans in the rural
rehabilitation program of an aggregate 
of $576,765,000, and gave awaY, $137,-

. 326,000 in grants; a total of loans and 
grants in the amount of $714,092,000. 

In addition, during this period from 
April 8, 1935, to December 31, 1941, $275,-
861,000 was expended by the F. S. A. for 
personnel and other expenses, making a 
total expenditure by this agency of loans, 
grants, and administrative expenses of 
nearly $1,000,000,000. 

Mr. President, the question is, Can the 
results obtained possibly justify the con
tinuation of such huge appropriations? 
There 1s no agency of the Government, 
so far as I am aware, which has so high 
a percentage of overhead or administra
tive cost as the Farm Security Adminis
tration. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
wiped out all the economies adopted by 
the House with respect to the Farm Se
curity Administration. 

With respect to the. farm-tenant pro
gram, the House reduced the funds for 
loans to farmers to $25,000,000 compared 
to $40,000,000 which was proposed in the 
1943 Budget, and $50,000,000 provided m 
1942. The House reduced the funds· for 
administrative expenses for this program 
to $1,250,000 compared to $2;500,264 pro
posed in the 1943 Budget, and $2,488,912 
provided for 1942. The Senate Appro
priations Committee increased the funds 
provided for farm-tenant loans to $40,-
000,000, and the fund for administrative 
expenses to $2,000,000. With respect to 
the so-called Rural Rehabilitation Pro
gram, the House reduced the fun.ds for 
loans to farmers to $70,000,000, compared 
to $75,000,000 originally proposed for the 
1943 Budget, and $120,000,000 provided 
for 1942. The House reduced the funds 
for expenses and grants to farmers to 
$25,000,000, in round figures, plus the $5,-
000,000 in unexpended . balances, com
pared to $50,000,000 proposed in the 1943 
Budget, plus $5,000,000 unexpended bal
ances, and $64,000,000 available for 1942, 
plus six and one-half m.lllion dollars i~ 
unexpended balances. 

The Sen~te Committee on Appropria
tions restored the funds for expenses and 
grants to $50,319,000, plus $5,000,000 un
expended balances, of which $10,000,000 
is budgeted for grants, and the remain~ 
ing $45,319,000 is available for· expenses. 
The committee made available for rural
rehabilitation loans a total of $125,-
000,000. 

The F. S. A. is in effect a W. P. A. for 
the farmers, although W. P. A. is still 
operating in the farming areas of the 
country, and in some instances, at least, 
some farmers obtain relief from the 
W. P. A. and likewise obtain relief from 
the F. S. A. . 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. I know the able Sena

tor from Virginia · has made a careful 
study of this problem. I wonder what 
his investigation has disclosed relative 
to the benefits which the Farm Security 
Administration renders to the individual 
farm family. ·what is the kind of work 
it does? 

Mr. BYRD. I will come to that a little 
later, if the Senator will permit me. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I believe the Senator 

from Virginia said the loans had been 
about $500,000,000 between 1935 and 1939. 
I wonder if the Senator has any informa
tion as to the amount which has been re
paid from those loans? 

Mr. BYRD. I shall furnish that in a
1 

few moments. 
Mr. AIKEN. I happen to know that 

in my own State about 50 percent ap
proximately-it may vary 1 or 2 percent 
one way or the other-has ·been repaid, 
so that $500,000,0.00 cannct be considered 
as an amount given to farmers who have 
been in distress. 

Mr. BYRD. That figure was the figure 
of the loans. The grants represented 
$137,326;ooo. That amount represents 
straight gifts. 

Mr. AIKEN. Ye..c:;; the $137,000,000 rep
resents outright gifts. 

Mr. BYRD. I think the amount of . 
loans outstanding as of this time is ap
proximately $550,000,000. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Flve hundred and 
sixty..:four million dollars. 

Mr. AIKEN. But the figures the Sena
tor gave with respect to the years 1935 
to 1939, as I recall-- · 

Mr. BYRD. The balance of the loans 
outstanding, as the Senator from Georgia 
said, and it is my recollection also, is 
about $564,000,000. 

Mr. AIKEN. That includes loans 
which have been made in the last 2 or 3 
years .. I expect that, like in any other 
banking business, although perhaps not 
to so great extent, loans are made here 
which are being repaid from year to year, 
so that there will be this amount out-
standing. · 

Mr. BYRD. But the outstanding loans 
represent approximately the figure r 
gave the Senate. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is not that true of other' 
lending agencies? Is not that true of 

the local banks also? They have out
standing loans of about the same amount 
year after year. 

-Mr. BYRD. The outstanding loans to
day are $564,000,000. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The total amount of 
loans that were made up through Janu
ary 31, 1942, is approximately $600,000,-
000. Repayment of $255,000,000 has been 
made. 

Mr. BYRD. But the outstanding loans 
now are about $564,000,000. 

Mr. RUSSELL: The amount actually 
repaid is $255,000,000. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Has the Senator figures 

as to the percentage of repayment of 
matured loans which has occurred? 

Mr. BYRD. I am coming to that part 
of the presentation in a moment, if the 
Senator will permit me. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I . yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 

Virginia know how many of the bene
ficiaries of the W. P. A. appropriations 
have repaid their benefits? 

Mr. BYRD. I cannot give that figure. 
Mr .. AIKEN. I think the repayment of 

loans made by the Farm Security Ad
ministration reflect distinct credit ·on 
that class of farmer which is supposed to 
be the poorest class of farmer. The fact 
that those farmers try to repay their 
loans and · have repaid about one-third 
of them, reflects. great credit upon 
them. 

Mr. BYRD. I call the attention of the 
Senator to the fact that it is absolutely 
imJ.•ossible to ascertain what loans have 
been repaid out of the operation of the 
farms, because the grants are made to the 
same clients who obtain the loans. If 
thf' Senator will permit me, I should like 
to discuss that question later. 

The real justifiable need for continu
ing the type of· relief assistance extended 
by the Farm Security Administration has, 
to a large extent, ceased. 

During the depth of the depression, 
when there was a large &mount of unem
ployment in the cities, extremely low 
prices, low farm incomes, and a surplus 
of labor backed up on the farms, some 
kind of relief assistance was needed tem
porarily to prevent destitutio_n and to 
assist persons in becoming self -support
ing. 

Today we have an entirely different 
situation. The total national income is 
the largest in the history of our Nation. 
Th€'re is an acute shortage of labor in the 
factories and on .the farms. Total cash 
farm income in 1941 amounted to $11,-
771,000,000, and for 1942 it is estimat€d 
that cash farm income will reach a level 
of approximately $13,800,000,000-the 
highest on record except for the year 
1919. 

If there ever was a time when we could 
dispense with relief assistance, such as 
provided through the rural rehabilitation 
loans and grants of the F. S. A., it is now. 
Certainly there is no justifiable reason 
for continuing the enormous expendi
tures at the high levels at which they 
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have been carried heretofore. If this 
agrmcy has been as successful as its pro
pouents claim, then it seems strange in
deed, after more than 7 years of enormous 
outlays, over $1,000,000,000, that this 
agency should continue to require more 
and more field employees, more and more 
money for travel expenses, and still 

greater appropriations for rehabilitation 
loans. 

The table before me compares the total 
funds appropriated or allocated to the 
F. S. A. from 1935 down to date, the total 
number of permanent employees, and the 
total expenditures for this purpose, the 
total money loaned to farmers, the total 

amount of outright grants, and the total 
cash farm income from year to year. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
table printed in the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in t;he RECORD, as 
follows: 

Expenditures and appropr iatio n s of t h e Farm Security Administration in comparison wi th farm income 

Farm income 

Fiscal year-
!Total funds 
appropriated 
or allocated 
to F; S. A .t 

Total num
ber perma

nent 
employees 2 

Expendi
tures for 

permanent 
personnel 2 

RW'fll re
babilita

tion loans a 

Farm tenant 
loans 4 

Grants 
Calendar 
·· years Millions 

1935-36- ---- --- --- -- - -------- ---:: -- ~ --- . : --- _-._ - ------ --- : ~ - -- --
1936-37----- _; -- - ~ - - ---- --- -- ; ___ : -·- - • .:. _____ __________ ____ • ___ : 
1937-38.- -- ---- -- - - -- ---- -- - - -- -- ~ ----- - - --- ----- -- - -------- - --
1938-39-- - - : - -- - -- ---- - --- - - -- -~-:- -- ~ ----- - ~- ---- ---- - - - - -- - - -
1939-40- --- - _________ .:_.: •• • • 0.~ - - __ ._- ---------_. ______ ____ L_ __ -- -

1940-41.---- - -- _____ __ ___ <;_ _- -------- ----- ---- -- ---- - -- - - ~- - - - --
1941-42 ·estirn ate_. __ •• _-_ •••• ---. --••••••••• _. -- : •• .:- ---------- -

$218, 925, 000 
'204, 118, 153 
170, 107, 473 
208, 055, 484 
201,875,730 . 
240, 790, 407-
237, 2?6,~0QO 

---------13;28;;; --$2o~46i~949-
9, 786 . 15, 262, 70!! 

13, 235 20, 636, 583 
. 15, 467 . ~4. 025, 312 . 
17, 281 28,207, 716 

.¥0.-452 ~6. 116, 359 

$76, 964, 940 
74,501,314 
70, 194, 682 

119, 186, 607 
98,053, g43 

125, 150, 358 
120, ·ooo, ooo 

$_8, 992, 659 
23, 622,622 
36,441,370 

. 48, 166, 111 
50,000, 000 

U5, 343,325 
34, 929, 939 
23,094,868 
23; 603, 215 
24, 222, 075 . 
17, 130,006 
17, 9'25, 000 

1935 7, 615 
1936 8, 571 
1937 9, 176 
1938 b, 130 
1939 . 8, 658 
1940 9, 120 
1941 11, 771 

1942-43: ' 
House bill __ -------------- ---- ------- --- -------- ----- ---- -- 70, 00<), 000 122,069, 557 -- --- -- ----- -- ____ : ________ _ ' 

222,819, 557 ---- - -- - - -- -- - - - -------------
25, 000, uoo 
40,000, 000 

6 10, 000, 000 
10,000, 000 

1942 13, 800 
Bill as reported by Senate Appropriations Committee ____ _ 125, 000, 000 

t Direct appropriations allocations from-emergency relief funds, and authority to borrow from the Recopstruction Finance Corporation. No attempt was made to adjust 
from reappropriatiohs and'funds returned to the Treasury. . -

2 Compiled from the-Budget. Since recent Budgets·contain more complete data bn Farm Security Administration than those for earlier years, the data for 1936-37 and 1937-
38 may not be entirely comparable with that for later years. . . 

a 1935- 36 to 194'0-41' fi gures are from p 282, pt . 2, onlie hearings on the 1943 agricul tilral appropriation bill. 
4 1937-38 to 194Q--41 figures are from p. 190, pt. 2, of the hearings on the 1943 agricultUral appropriation bill. 
a Assuming that all of t he <;ut made by the House.was in f';Inds for salaries and other expenses. . 

Mr. BYRD. · This . table shows very 
strikingly that the total number of em
ployees and the total expenditures for 

· employees have been greater in recent 
years; when the need was much less, than 
was the case in the more difficult years 
of 1935, 1936, and 1937. 

For example, in the year H136-37, when 
. farm income was only $8,571,000,000 and 
when there was a great amount of suf-

. fering in the Great Plains area, due to 
the succession of disastrous droughts, 
the total funds appropriated or allocated 
to the F. S. A. amounted to $204,118,153, 
of which $74,501,314 was available for. 
rural-rehabilitatien loans, and no funds 
were available for farm-tenant loans. 
In thoSe difficult years, when farmers 
were far more needy than they are to
day, F. S. A. had 13,285 permanent em
ployees at a cost of $20,461,949. 

By the fiscal year 1941, when farm in
come was in excess of $9,000,000,000, the 
total funds appropriated or allocated to 
the F. S. A. aggregated $240,790,40'7, of 
which $125,150,358 was available for 
rural rehabilitation loans, and by that 
time the F. S. A. had built up its per
manent personnel to a total of 17,281 
employees at a cost of $28,207,716. 

I think the-farm tenancy part of the 
Farm Security Administration has fewer 
defects in its administration and is much 
more valuable than the rehabilitation 
part of the program. The farm tenancy 
part has already been passed upon by 
the Senate. 

In the fiscal year 1942, after farm in
come had advanced to a level of $11,771,-
000,000 in ·the calendar. year 1941, the 
F. S. A. was given a total of $237,236,000, 
whic .. 1 was $33,000,000 more than it had 
in the fiscal year 1936-37, and the F. S. A. 
increased its permanent personnel to 
20,452 employees at a total cost of 
$36,116,359. 

· To some extent this is regarded as one 
of the minor agencies of the Govern-

ment. It "has 2Q,4·52· employees, at a totat: 
cost for personnel. of $36,116,315 . . 

Now, when it is . estimated that farm 
income in tpe calendar year 1942 will' 
reach $13,800,000, it is proposed in the. 

. Budget for the fiscal year 1943 to spend 

. in expenses, loans, .and grants $222,000,-
000. The 1943 Budget also· would pro-
vide this agency with 20,489 permanent 
employees, at a cost of $36,536,378, the 
largest number and-the greatest expendi
ture that this agency has ever had for 
this purpose. The bill as reported by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee would 
continue the same high level of"'funds for 
rural rehabilitation loans as in 1942, and 
the largest number of employees. in the 
history of this agency. 

Is the F. S. A. a war agency? I sub
mit that it is not, and that a much 
greater contribution can be made toward 
increasing the food supply of the coun-

. try, at far less cost, through other 
means. I read to the S::mate one of 
many communications which the com
mittee, of which I have the honor to 
be chairman, has received with respect 
to th~t question. This is a telegram 
from Mr. Hamn·er Cobbs, editor of the 
Greensboro Watchman, at Greensboro, 
Ala.: · 

GREENSBORO, ALA., Apr il 23, 1942. 
Senator HARRY BYRD, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Urban newspapers pleading for restoration 

of Farm Security appropriation cuts on basis 
of clients needed to produce food . Black 
belt of Alabama can offer congressional in
vestigators hundreds of cases of proof that 
Farm Security Administrator program not 
only failing to produce food in quantity but 
actually retarding food production by sup
porting army of Negroes in virtual idleness 
and bringing on acute labor shortage for 
farmers who are really trying to turn out 
food for armed forces. If Congress doesn't 
believe this let it send representatives south 
who can see for themselves. 

GREENSBORO WATCHMAN, 
HAMNER COBBS. 

The esteemed Presiding Officer of the 
Senate, Vice · President WALLACE, then 

. Secretary of Agriculture, in his 194.0 an

. nual repo:r;t, on page ·108, in speaking of 
the number of farmers receiVing addi
tional aid thrpugh the rehabilitation 
program, said: · · 

This increase has' not added materially to 
· the production of commercial crops. It has 
. chiefly augmented production for consump-
tion on. the farms. · · 

Any one who ·sees the equipment which 
is given to the farmers must see that the 
main result is ·to produce food for con- · 
sumption by farmers who · live · on the 
farms. and who obtain this relief. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · · .. 
. Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. What is the date of 
the report to which the Senator refers? 

Mr. BYRD. It was the 1940 annual 
report. 

Mr. PEPPER. That related to the 
previous fiscal year, did it not, from 1939 
to· 1940? 

Mr. BYRD. It was for the year 1940. 
Mr. PEPPER. I was wondering if that 

was not a period when we had farm sur
pluses generally in the country as a 
whole. Naturally the emphasis of the 
Farm Security Administration was upon 
making the various farm families self
supporting. Its e~orts were aimed at 
raising their standard of nutrition and 
living by making them more self-support
ing on the farms upon which they lived. 
That does not at all negative the wis
dom of the recommendation of the Bu
reau of the Budget and of the President 
that such families be now used, at a 
time when there is a tendency toward a 
shortage of foodstuffs, to make it pos
sible to produce . surpluses to meet the 
national and international demand. I 
do not think it is quite fair to use as a 
standard of comparison a period of peace 
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in relatioll to a recommendation pertain
ing to a time of war. 

Mr. BYRD. I think the Secretary had 
in mind the objectives of the program as 
it then was. 

In the testimony of Mr. Baldwin be
fore the committee on this point the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] 
asked him whether or not the Farm 
Security Administration received any 
appropriation for so-called defense work 
[reading]: 

Senator McKELLAR. I see another question 
here: It is marvelous to me . 
. The question is : 

"Has Farm Security Administration re
ceived any appropriation for so-called de
fense work?" 

And here is your answer: 
"The Farm Security Administration has 

not received any direct appropriation for 
defense work, but, as indicated above, has 
participated in defense housing activity by 
designation of the Federal Works Adminis
trator and of the President, respectively." 

Is that your answer? 
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes, sir; that is the answer 

we gave. 
Senator McKELLAR. But you haven't had 

any direct appropriations at all. Are you ask
ing for them? If you are not, I believe you 
are the only official in the Government that 
is not asking for extra appropriations on ac
count of the defense activity, whether they 
have any work in connection with defense 
or not. Have you asked for it? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No, sir. 

The point I wish to make-and I shall 
try to elaborate on it later-is that the 
equipment given the farmers is not suffi
cient to make possible any large produc
tion of crops, as I shall attempt. to show 
later. The loans are limited in amount. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. · 
Mr. PEPPER. As I understand, in a 

supplementary request to the Appropria-
. tions Committee the Bureau· of the 
Budget recc.mmended that the Recon
struction Flnance Corporation make 
available $105,000,000 for the Farm Se
curity Administration. No doubt if that 
recommendation of the President had 
been carried out it would have been pos
sible for many farmers to have received 
equipment the absence of which has 
handicapped their efforts in the past. 

Mr. BYRD. In my judgment, other 
agencies of Government could. very much 
more effectively accomplish that purpose. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point a 
statement from the committee with re
spect to what it regards as the unwar
ranted claims of the F. S. A. as a war 
agency. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UNWARRANTED CLAI~S OF FARM SECURITY 
ADMINISTRATION AS A WAR AGENCY 

The Farm Security Administration, co-n
fronted with the prospect of losing most of 
its clien t s because of the greatly improved 
economic situation, is now trying to per
petuate its pay rolls and its bureaucracy 
by posing as a war agency. 

In support of the request of the President 
for the supplemental appropriation for 

Federal Security it was stated that these 
additional funds · were needed to provide 
credit to farmers to secure increased produc
tion of food in the food-for-freedom program 
as a part of the war effort. It is very signifi
cant, however, that the language suggested 
to be added to the appropriation bill-while 
appearing· to provide funds for the specific 
purpose of increasing the productio-n of food 
for the war effort; specifically provided that 
these additional sums shall be expended "for 
the same purposes and to be available for 
the same objectives and to be expendable 
under the same conditions" as provided in 
the regular rural rehabilitation loan and 
gra:nt program. · 

Under this program the scope of authority 
is so broad that apparently the Farm S3-
curity Administration can loan money to 
farmers for almost any purpose under the 
sun. The word "rehabilitation" is construed 
so broadly by the Farm Security Administra
tion that it appareptly can give almost any
thing that Mr. Baldwin and his employees 
believe is nec~ssary to the rehabilitation of 
their clients. When Mr. Baldwin wa:s before 
our committee, he admitted that he would 
approve as allowable items of expense as a 
basis for rural rehabilitation loans such ·items 
as movie tickets, lodge dues, poll taxes, gaso
line for running an automobile, etc ., on the 
theory-according to Mr. Baldwin-that 
"these items are the normal cost that go 
toward living in a democracy." · Mr. Baldwin 
did not say whether these items are specifi
cally included in the allowable budget which 
must be approved by the Farm Security Ad
ministration and on which the loans must 
be based to balance the client's budget, the 
end result is the same. The loan is made 
for the purpose of balancing the Budget 
which is made out and approved by the 
employees of the Farm Security Administra
tion. 

At this point I would like to insert in the 
record the following excerpt in the hearings 
of our committee. (Hearings, Joint Congres
sional Committee on Reduction of Nonessen
t ial Federal Expenditures, pp. 718-719 .) 

I would like to call attention also to the 
fact that the report of the Senate Appropria
tions Commi·~tee, in providing additional 
funds for the program of rural rehabilitation 
loans and grants, states that these additional 
funds are to be used "for food production 
and rehabilitation." If these additional 
funds are so vitally needed to secure increased 
food production, why were they not limited 
in the President's Budget. entirely to this pur
pose? And why were they not limited in 
the report of the committee entirely to the 
production of increased food supplies? Un
der the language of the supplementary esti
mate submitted by the President and under 
the language contained in the committee 
report, every · dollar of this money could be 
UEed by the Farm Security Administration for 
all sorts of purposes which it claims under 
the broad term "rehabilitation," which are 
far removed from producing increased food 
supplies. 

The plain truth of the matter is, that the 
Farm Security Administration has seen the 
handwriting on the wall, that its work as a 
relief agency is playing out because of the 
improved conditions in agriculture and in 
the country generally; they have found it jn
creasingly difficult to expend the large ap
propriations which Congress has hitherto 
provided, so much so that they have had to 
go out and use high-pressure methods to 
solicit clients and importune them to get on 
the Government and accept loans and even 
outright grants of money. Our committee 
found at its investigation repeated instances 
where low-income farmers had been heavily 
burdened with debts far beyond their ability 
ever to repay. I don't want to take the time 

to get into this point but later on I expect 
to show how this agency has had to resort to_ 
high-pressure methods to expend its appro
priations. 

Confronted with this situation, the Farm 
Security Administration, just like most of the 
other temporary relief agencies, then looked 
around for new fields to invade. They saw 
the day coming when the public would de- . 
mand the curtailment of all expenditures 
that are not essential to the war efiort, and 
so they began to devise ways and means by 
which they could be classified as a war agency. 
When it became evident that public sent~ment 
for the curtailment of nonessential expendi
tures had become so overwhelming that Con
gress was going to drastically curtail the ex
penditures of this relief agency, they then 
devised this scheme to maintain and even 
greatly expand their pay rolls and expendi• 
tures. Now we are told that this agency is 
vitally necessary to the winning of the war. 

The absurdity of this claim is evident from 
the review of the' record and the facts that 
are available to anyone who will take the 
t ime to investigate. If this agency were so 
vitally necessary to the winning of the war. 
strange indeed that this request for increased 
funds for food production was not submitted 
to Congress until after the appropriations 
for the Farm Security Administration had 
been curtailed, notwithstanding the fact that 
the Secretary of Agriculture announced the 
increased production goals in the food-for
freedom program on September 8, 1941, more 
than 8 months ago; and he announced the 
revised goals for increased farm production 
on January 16, 1942, more than 5 months 
ago. 

If this agency was so vital to the attain
ment of the increased production of food in 
the food-for-freedom program, why did the 
Budget Bureau in its recommendations to 
Congress, submitted by the President on 
January 5, nearly 4 months after the original 
production goals had been announced by 
the Department of Agricultur.e, recommend 
a reduction of $45,000,000 in the funds for 
rural rehabilitation loans to farmers? If the 
need was so great and if this agency was so 
vital, it is strange indeed that the Budget 
Bureau should then recommend such a sub
stantial reduction in the funds for loans. 

Furthermore, both the Secretary of Agri
culture and the Farm Security Administra
tion Administrator appeared before the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on January 30, 
and again on February 12, in support of the 
Farm Security Administration appropriations, 
and neither of them at that time made any 
request for such a supplemental appropria
tion, although in defending the Farm Secu
rity Administration appropriations they used 
the argument that this agency was an imm 
portarit . factor in promoting the food-for
freedom program. Furthermore, the House 
Appropriations Committee, after giving very 
extensive consideration and thoroughly re- · 
viewing all of the testimony, made a further 
reduction in the funds for rural rehabilita
tion loans from $75,000 ,000, which was rec
ommended by the Budget, to $70,000,000. 
Evidently the House Appropriations Commit
tee did not believe any additional funds were 
needed to produce increased food when it 
approved a reduction in the funds. 

Later, the House of Representatives, after 
further extensive debate and consideration of 
the needs of the Farm Security Administra~ 
tion, reduced its appr opriations for salaries 
and expenses. 

When the House sharply reduced the funds 
available for personnel and expenses, the 
Farm Security Administration became thor
oughly alarmed. They evidently decided that 
offe!Jse is the best defense to save their ap
propriations and so we are now confronted 
with a r equest for a large increase in funds 
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to this agency in the name of the war effort, 
presumably that this will result in the resto
ration of enough funds so that they can 
maintain their enormous bureaucracy intact. 

Let us not be deceived by this smoke screen 
which this bureaucracy has thrown up to 
conceal the real issues involved. The truth 
of the matter is, there is no need for any in-

. creased funds to the Farm Security Adminis
tration to promote the increased production 
of food. It is claimed that these increased 
funds are needed in order to provide credit 
to low-income farmers who cannot obtain the 
credlt they need to produce additional food. 
Perhaps the best refutation to the validity 
of this claim is the statement of the United 
States Department of Agriculture itself in an 
official release to the press issued on March 
9, 1G42, whict .. stated: 

"Reports to Farm Credit Administration 
alEC indicate. that farmers generally are using 
more short-term production credit than in 
recent years, due largely to their greater ef
forts to produce food for ·defense, but that 
lending facilities throughout the Nation are 
adequate to meet all of their needs." 

.This release was issued by the Department 
of Agriculture 2 months after Secretary 
Wickard's revised food production goals were 
announced on January 16, and 5 months after 
the original production goals were announced 
on September 8. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, 
·Which is the largest and most widely organ
ized national organization of farmers, had 
its economists examine the validity of the 
claim that the Farm Security Administration 
rural rehabilitation loan program is vitally 
essential to the attainment of the production 
goals in the food for freedom program. This 
analysis showed that these claims are entirely 
unwarranted. At this point I would like to 
lnsert in the record an excerpt from a letter 
submitted to the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee by Edward A. O'Neal, presidEnt of the 
·federation, opposing this supplemental in
crease and exposing the fallacy of these 
claims. 

I also wish to insert in the record a sum
mary of this analysis made by the Farm 
. Bureau's chief economist which shows that 
.the States where farm · income is the lowest 
and where the income of Farm Security_ Ad
-ministration clients is the largest have been 
asked to contribute very little of the needed 
increase in the production of most food crops. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. In view of the assertion 

·made by the distinguished Senator from 
Florida with respect to farm equipment 
·which is to be received py tenants who 
·are to get the benefit of this appropria
'tion for the Farm Security Administra
tion, I should like to make one observa
tion. 

For some time I have attempted, 
through the War Production Bo_ard, to 
obtain an increase in priorities so far as 
farm implements are concerned. I do 
not know what the figures show at this 
moment. The latest information I have 
is that farm implements had been re
duced to 80 percent of the amount avail
able last year. ':!'hey are presumed to be 
primarily for the farmers who raise the 
basic commodities of this country. I am 
wondering just what is to happen in con
nection with farm machinery to take 
care of the farmers about whom the Sen

.ator from Florida was speaking, in view 
of the priority situation which exists in 

the War Production Board at the present 
time. In other words, it seems to me that 
we have a very peculiar situation. We 
have the Secretary of Agriculture asking 
for more food to be produced in this 
country, and contending that that will 
win the war, while on the other -hand we 
have the War Production Board cutting 
down on the priorities for farm machin
ery, which is so indispensable and essen
tial in the preparation of the basic crops. 
I simply want to pass on that informa
tion for whatever it is worth. 

Mr. BYRD. I think the Senator from 
Illinois is entirely correct in what he 
says. I happen to be in the farming busi
ness, and it is becoming increasingly diffi
cult day by day for the farmers to get 
even the most ordinary farm equipment, 
and especially they have d' fficulty in get
ting parts with which to repair their farm 
equipment. 

Mr. President, of course I do not want 
to hold the Farm Security Administra
tion up to a very high standard of per
fection, but I do say that some of the 
activities of that organization should not 
be approved by Congress. I have in my 
hand information and affidavits relative 
to solicitation of clients in order to ex
·pand the appropriations. I do not think 
that any department of this Govern;. 
ment should· send out agents to solicit 
people to receive what that agency of
fers. I think that requests for aid should 
come from the people themselves. 

Instead of the need for increased funds 
for the F. S. A., there is abundant evi
dence to show that in many areas, at 
least, F. S. A. employees have resorted to 
high-pressure methods, including the as:. 
signment of quotas and the widespread 
solicitation of clients, in order to expend 
their appropriations. 

For example, an affidavit of Mr. W. D . 
•Bynum, former Farm Security Adminis
tration assistant rural rehabilitation su
pervisor in Jackson County, Ala., stated 
that Mr. E. S. Morgan, regional director 
of the F. S. A., in a bidistrict meeting of 
F. S. A. employees at Huntsville, Ala., 
told them that "regardless of the reason 
for which clients had been dropped from 
the program in the· past, it would be the 
duty of the supervisors to contact every 
·one of them and offer them a new loan. 
He said that if they owed a thousand dol
lars and had no collateral, it would make 
no difference in getting a new loan ap
proved." 

In anothf::r affidavit, one of S. L. Griffin, 
assistant county rural rehabilitation su-· 
pervisor in Hale County, Ala., it was 
stated: 

Mr. Morgan further stated that he would 
have other fights to hold our appropriations. 
Mr. Morgan said that those on the program 
at this time plus those who had been dropped 
were equal to about one-seventh of all farm 
families in the region. He stated that Farm 
Security Administration was now authorized 
to reinstate all of those former clients who 

_had been dropped. He said these should be
come qualified voters, and that any client 
who wished to borrow money from Farm Se
curity Administration for the payment of poll 
taxes could cia so. Mr. Morgan said that we 
.would have that many more voters. 

During the hearings of the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Fed
eral Expenditures, considerable evidence 
was offered showing the widespread so
licitation of clients and the assignment 
of quotas for the expenditure of F. S. A. 
funds. This evidence revealed the use of 
high-pressure methods by F. S. A. offi
cials to get their employees to produce 
more business. I have in my hand a 
memorandum which summarizes this evi
dence, and I ask unanimous consent that 
this report on the part of the committee 
be printed in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as foliows: 
AsSIGNMENT OF QUOTAS AND SOLICITATION OF 

CLIENTS BY FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Instead of Farm Security Administration 
funds being insufficient to me-et the needs for 
rural rehabilitation, as claimed by Farm Se
curity Administration officials, conclusive evi
dence has been obtained indicating that, i~ 
some areas at least, Farm Security Adminis
tration employees have engaged in wide
spread solicitation of clients to accept Farm 
Security Administration loans and grants and 
that quotas have been assigned to Farm Se
curity Administration supervisors which they 
are expected to reach in order -to expend the 
funds available to Farm Security Adminis
tration. 

An . investigation of the Farm Security Ad
ministration iri Alabama, Louisiana, Missis
sippi, and Arkansas, l:iy Mr. William G. Carr, a 
trained and reputable investigator employed 
under the direction of Mr. Donald Kirkpat
rick, general counsel of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, early in 1942, revealed 
widespread so.licitation of clients and assign
ment of quotas. The reports of Mr. Carr, ,to
gether with a summation of the reports of 
other investigators who assisted Mr. Kirk
patrick in the Farm Bureau investigation of 
the Farm Security Administration in several 
Midwestern States, were presented to the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Reduc
tion of -Nonessential Federal Expenditures 
during its hearings on February 10, 1942, by 
Mr. Kirkpatrick. Additional reports were sub
mitted later by Mr. Carr to Mr. Kirkpatrick 
reporting further findings obtained later in 
Alabama and also his findings in Georgia. 

ALABAMA 

In Alabama, Mr. Carr reported: 
"There has been a widespread program of 

solicitation of clients for rural rehabilita
tion loans. This is due to the fact that the 
assistant county supervisor of the Farm Se
curity Administration is given a quota to fill 
and the onfy way he can fill this quota is to 
go out and solicit clients. 

"This is done in various ways. The assist
ant supervisors go to the prospective clients 
themselves. They also go to the people who 
are known to lend money to the farm ten
ants and find out the names of the tenants 
who are indebted to them. They can then 
approach the tenants, telling them of the ad
visability of getting 'on the Government.' 

"Some county supervisors go to the local 
storekeeper and find out who his debtors are 
and then approach the debtors, asking them 
to become clients." 

_ Mr. Carr · cited several specific cases by way 
of illustration of these practices in Alabama. 
Among them were the following: 

"One client informed me that when he was 
solicited to go 'on the Government' he owed 
$60, that he could have paid off that $60 debt, 
but now he is 'on the Government' he owes 
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over $900, and that he doesn't know how he 
will ever pay it off. • * He stated that 
the assistant supervisors ot the Farm Se
curity Administration combed the country 
soliciting Negroes to 'go on the Government.' 
He told me the name of the man who so
licited him. I saw this individual and he ad
mitted that he not only solicited this client 
but solicited about 30 others as well." (P. 22, 
transcript of hearings, February 10, 1942, 
Joint Congressional Committee on Reduction 
of Nonessential Federal Expenditures.) 

In order that there can be no question as 
to the authenticity of this interview, Mr. 
Kirkpatrick supplied the name of this person 
who told Mr. Carr he had solicited these 
clients; the name was Mr. Brockway, former 
assistant, Farm Security Administration su
pervisor, of Hale County, Ala. (P. 22, tran
script.) 

Another case was cited by Mr. Carr and 
substantiated by the original letter of W. H. 
Washburn, dated January 24, 1942, photo
static ·copy of which was supplied to the 
House Appropriations Committee, as a fur
ther specific illustration, from which the fol
lowing is quoted from this letter: 

"Last summer I ·was plowing in my field 
that I rent. from Mr. W. N. Cummings, of Sut
tle, Ala., when Mr. Grady L. Wise," of the 
Farm Security Administration, came to see 
me and told me that someone had given him 
my name as a good prospect to take a farm on 
a place that the Farm Security Administra
tion had an option on more than 2,000 acres 
of land that belongs to Dr. R. C. Hanna, and 
that they were trying to find enough good 
clients to take the farms on this place, and 
asked me if I would not come and make an 
application for one of these farms. 

"This I did and was going to take one of 
them but after some investigation I found 
that if I did take one of these places that I 
would be unable to buy a cow, chickens, hogs, 
or farming implements, nor could I sell any of 
my farm products or personal property with
out first going to the Farm Security Ad
ministration office and get their permission. 
To me this amounted to slavery, as I_ would 
have signed away all my rights." 

Mr. Baldwin attempted to explain away 
this signed statement by submitting to the 
House Appropriations Committee an affidavit 
of W. D. Mims, who states that he was county 
supervisor of Perry County and that in April 
1941, W. H. Washburn came into the office 
of the Farm Security Administration and 
"asked whether he would be eligible for 
a tenant-purchase loan" and he states fur
ther that Washburn was asked to put in an 
application for a loan and that his applica
tion was approved by the county committee. 

Mr. Baldwin attempted to explain away 
thlfi. signed statement by the following reply 
which he submitted to the House Appropri
ations Committee: 

"That letter nowhere states that Mr. Wash
burn was first approached by representatives 
of the Farm Security Administration." 

Yet 1-:; is difficult to see how any other inter
pretation can be drawn from the Washburn 
letter which states specifically that Farm 
Security Administration representative, Mr. 
Grady L. Wise, "came to see me and told me 
that someone had given him my name as a 
good prospect to take a farm." If Mr. Wash
burn's story is correct, then it appears ob
vious that this visit by • Mr. WiEe was the 
initial approach to the prospective client, 
because of the statement made by Mr. Wise. 

Mr. Baldwin admits that Washburn's story 
is correct but claims that ~- Carr's interpre
tation is wrong. The following is qqoted 
further from Mr. Baldwin's statement about 
this incident: 

"The stor-r in Mr. Washburn's letter is cor
rect. The implications which Mr. Carr sought 
to derive from it are completely unfounded.'' 

But Mr. Baldwin fails to produce any con
clusive evidence to refute . the plain state-

ment contained in the Washburn letter. Mr. 
Baldwin sought further to explain away this 
incident, as . follows: 

"As far as our records indicate, he came to 
our county office and asked for an explanation 
of the tenant-purchase program. After re
ceiving this, he filled out an application. 
Later h·e was approved by the county commit
tee. He was then visited by an assistant 
county supervisor, who advised him that the 
county committee would certify him if he 
cared to buy a farm ." (P. 784, Hearings, 
House Appropriations Committee, agricul
tural appropriations bill.) 

Mr. Baldwin filed an affidavit of Mr. W. D. 
Mims who stated that he was courity Fa·rm 
Security Administration supervisor in Perry 
County, Ala., in April 1941, when he claims 
this incident occurred and that Grady L. Wise 
was assistant supervisor at that time. Mr. 
Mims recites a visit of W. H. Washburn to his 
office to inquire about his eligibility for a ten
ant-purchase loan, that he· was given an ap
plication and his application was approved, 
but it is obvious that Mr. Mims was unable 
to specifically refute the statement of Wash
burn that he was approached by Assistant 
Supervisor Wise before Washburn looked into 
the matter further. Mr. Mims states in his 
affidavit that "To the best of my knowledge, 
this applicant was not contacted until he 
made application for this loan." Such a 
statement is valueless in refuting Mr. Wash• 
burn's statement, as Mr. Wise is the one who 
is alleged to have made the initial contact 

. and no affidavit was obtained from him for 
the reason that "he is now in the Army." 
It is not surprising that Mr. Mims would 
not have knowledge of a contact that was 
made by Mr. Wise. 

Mr. Baldwin's refutation therefore is very 
inconclusive. 

Mr. Baldwin further told the House com
mittee: 

"I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the Wash
burn case is the only case in which a specific 
allegation was made regarding the solicita
tion of clients." (P. 787, hearings.) 

This statement is not correct. Numerous 
specific instances were cited, in addition to 
reports of general conditions based upon 
visits to a large number of counties by Farm 
Bureau investigators. A number of these 
specific cases will be cited in this summary. 
The case of Mr. Brockway has already been 
cited, who admitted he solicited 30 clients. 
Mr Baldwin ignores this and ether cases. 

Mr. Baldwin admitted a handbill had been 
circulated by a Farm Security Administra
tion supervisor in Centre, Ala., advertising 
for farm-tenant clients. This was another 
specific alleg:1tion submitted by Mr. Carr. 
Among the statements in this handbill were 
the following: 

."ATTENTION FARMERS 

"Tenants, sharecroppers, and farm laborers 
make application now for purchasing farm 
through tenant-purchase program of Farm 
Security Administration. 

"Any farm family who. does not already 
own a farm is eligible to malte application. 

"There is no limit as to the number of 
farms that can be bought in Cherokee County 
this year. 

• 
"If you know a friend who might be in

terested, don't fail to tell him. It may be his 
only chance. 

"Farms for sale should be 1isted with us. 
(P. 23, transcript.) 

"FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

"Centre, Ala." 
Mr. Baldwin conceded that this was im

proper and explained that the employee had 
been "overzealous." He said that the cost of 
paper and printing for this handbill had been 
paid for by the employee. Mr. Baldwin fur
ther admitted that the information in this 
circular, that there was no limit to the num-

ber of farms that could be bought in Chero
kee County, was false, as in fact the number 
of loans was limited to 24 in that county. 
Mr. Baldwin said he would call the matter 
to the attention of the employee, whereupon 
Chairman TARVER made this comment: 

"Mr. TARVER. That is certainly a light tap 
on the wrist for what seems to me is a very 
flagrant violation of any rule of common 
sense, whether it is a violation of any rule of 
the Farm Security Administration or not, 
to call it to his attention. ·Is that all you 
intend to do?" 

In reply Mr. Baldwin said he wan ted to 
look into the man's record further and to 
be . fair with him, but "From what little I 
know about this, I did not think it would 
merit the discharge of the employee con
cerned." (P. 781, hearings.) 

_The question may well be raised as to why 
an employee should spend personal funds 
on such a circular unless he was reacting to 
pressure from above to get more clients. 

In a later supplementary report submitted 
by Mr. Carr giving further instances in Ala
bama as a result of further investigation by 
him, the following cases are cited: 

In a letter to Mr. Carr, signed by J . C. 
Webp, of J. C. Moore Mercantile Co. and Webb 
Bros., Marion, Ala., the solicitation of Miles 
Lapsley, Jr., a tenant of the Webb place, is 
described all follows: . 

"In March of 1941 the county director of 
Farm Security Administration of Perry 
County, Ala., Mr. W .. D. Mims, and their 
home-demonstration agent, Miss Jennie Mary 
Bates, stopped on a country road that goes 
through our plantation and called Miles 
Lapsley, Jr., a tenant on our place, out of 
their car from the field in which he was 
plowing. They told him they were looking 
for good tenants, and they would like for 
him to make application with them. He 
explained to them that he had a ·good home 
and was doing well . After this statement 
from him Mr. Mims and Miss Bates showed 
him plans of a home, barn, etc., stating that 
they would furnish him two mules , several 
cows, fertilizer, considerable cash, and every
thing he needed with which to make a 
crop. After he refused to sign the appli
cation they left it. with him and told him 
to thinlt it- over and if he decided to sign, 
to bring it into the office. They also gave 
him several plans and asked that he pass 
them out among his friends. 

"This is one specific case of the way 1n 
which the Farm Security goes about getting 
their clients. There are others that I could 
mention, some of which did sign applications 
and have moved to other farms." (See copy 
of letter attached hereto.) 

Apparently the Farm Security Adminis
tration supervisors had great difficulty in 
getting clients, if they had to rP-sort to such 
solicitation. It is interestmg 'tO note, ln v1ew 
of Mr. Mims' affidavit about. the Washburn 
case, that Mr. Mims is charged in this letter 
with soliciting the client referred to above. 

Another important piece of evidence from 
Alabama, submitted by Mr. Carr, which illus
trates the assignment of quotas and the use 
of high-pressure sales methods to get Farm 
Security Administration employees to sign up 
more clients, is a photostatic copy of a circu
lar letter addressed as follows: . 

"UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, 

"FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, 
"Tuscaloosa, Ala., March 4, 1941. 

"MEMORANDUM 

"To: All employees, District 4. 
"From: J. C. Lewis, district supervisor; Edith 

A. Hurd. 
"Subject: Progress on rural-rehabilitation 
loans." 

The letter complains that some of the em
. ployees are not producing as much as others 
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and warns them to get more clients signed 
up: 

"I am e:nclosing a report showing the num
ber· of plans written by each farm and home 
supervisor in the district. * * * There 
are some reasons for some of you being where 
you are in this calculation. There is no ·use 
for . me to mention who you are for you al
ready know, ·but the greater majority of you 
can see from the figures themselves that some 
of our people have been producing more than 
others. From these· figures, I note that some · 
of our assistant supervisors, who have been 

·in the work ·only from 3 to 6 months, have 
written, in some cases, about twice as many 
as some of our older employees. · I bzlieve 
it will be well for you to study these figures 
and act accordingly." · 

The letter states that a definite quota had 
beEn set for the number of applicants to be 
a:ded in the Fourth District of Alabama that · 
year: . 

"We have ample personnel in this district 
to do the job that · we originally set out to 
do; that is, aid about 4,000 needy families in 
this district ." 

The letter then complains that the latest 
report indicates they will fall short of the 
original goal set and tells them that this is 
not enough for the personnel in this district: · 

"From the study of these figures I am en
closing, we are not pranning on aiding more 
than 3,410 applicants in all. This is not 
enough for the personnel we have in this 
district. With the farm supervisors we have, 

· counting 'two colored who will probably have 
a maximum load of 100 to 125, we should 
aid about 3,800 clients in this district. This 
is about 4oo · more than ·is anticipated. 

"These practices must be started if you 
have not started, in - order to get this job 
moving faster. We are, roughly, about one..: 
half through with th~ anticipated case load; 
and it is the 1st of M;:trch. I can't ~oo strongly 
urge you to . give your preferred attentiDn to 
gettip.g these· farm and home plans written." 

Then the letter adds some additional pres
sure in the form of a quotation from a memo
randum received from Mr. Pearson as of this 
date which outlines our responsibilities to 
the new applicants ·of this district",'' as fol
lows: 

"You will recall that dn several occasions in 
recent weeks we have discussed the matter 
of new applicants and increased case load. 
You have been advised that we have available 
sufficient personnel and funds to make several 
thousand new loans. 

"We are somewhat concerned here over the 
apparent attitude the field is taking with 
reference to increasing our case load. It 
would seem from letters, telephone calls, and 
your daily reports that some of the folks in 
the counties are advising applicants and the 
public that we will not be able to increase 
our case load this year · due to lack of funds 
and personnel. We cannot too strongly urge 
you to correct any such rumors as they are 
certainly not based on facts. 

"We are in a very strategic position this year 
especially and should tune up all of our forces 
to exert every bit of the manpower we have to 
take care of all families possible who are cur 
reeponsi bili ty." 

This statement is significant in that it re
veals that the district office was being pressed 
from higher up in the Farm Security Admin
istration organization to get more loans, the 
situation had been discussed several times 
in recent weeks, and that strong pressure is 
exerted to get more loans. It is evident from 
this letter that district 4 was lagging behind 
its quota, as the letter states that it has. 
"available sufficient personnel and funds to 
make several thousand new loans" and con
cern was expressed because the staff had not 
loaned as much as expected. This further 
confirms the fact that the Farm Security Ad· 

minis_tration has had dfficulty spending its . 
appropriations instel:l-d of having a shortage 
of funds in that area. 

·After quoting from Mr .. Pearson_'s memo- • 
randum, the district circular letter of Mr. 

-Lewis concludes: 
"You can see from it that he is conce'rned 

-about the progress we are making and the 
news we are spreading among our people. I 

· have recently written you asking the number 
of applications you have and the number you 
anticipated taking on our prog-ram and·if you 
need more help in order to do the job that 
your county is supposed to do you should- let 
·this office know· immediately so that plans 
can be made to get some- help · to your 
county:"· · 

'This ·further ·confirms that a quota is • 
assigned each r.ounty. More help is promised 

. to reach the goal if necessary, although 
· earliPr in the letter, they are told that they 
- should be making more loans than they are 
. with the amount of personnel they have. 

Then the letter contains a typewritten figure 
which evidently was filled in separately in 
this form letter to each county, and which 
constitutes the county quota for each county 
that year: 

"With the personnel you have in your 
county already . you should write approxi
mately 940 loans this year and if you do not 
have enough personnel to take on the new 
clients that have applied above this amount, 
I would appreciate your letting me know im-

. mediately and as you probably already know, 
I· will do all in my power to get them . for· 
you." . 
. Another case of solicitation of clients in 
Alabama is contained in a statement of Ellis, 
·Fondren, · as follows: 

"My name is Ellis Fondren. I live at 
Sprott, Ala. In the month of March 1940 a 

·:q1an from the Farm Security Agenc-y came to 
iny home and asked me if I didn't want to 
buy a farm; I told him that I did. 

"I was told by Mr. Mims, of the Farm Secu
rity Administration, that I could buy a farm 
on the Dr. Hanna tract for $20 an acre. I 
agreed to buy 78.93 acres. 

"When the papers were drawn up, I found 
that the land alone would cost me $49.72 per 
acre, and witt. the home it would cost me 

-$57.55 -per acre. After I found out w.hat the 
farm would cost I told the Farm Security 
Administration that I didn't want t~1e farm. 
They asked me to take the farm and the day 
I-took it I could sign it over to someone else ." 

Another case of solicitation in Alabama is 
contained in a statement of Carlos Ingram, 
dated February 18, 1942, from which the fol-
lowing is quoted: · 

"My name is Carlos Ingram. I live on 
rural free delivery No. 3, Marion, Ala. 

"In February 1936, Mr. Lewis of the Farm 
Security Administration asked me if he 
couldn't loan me some money so I could make 
a crop. I signed up with the Farm Security 
Administration and was on their rural re
habilitation program for 4 years * 

"Last month Mr. Mims of the Farm Secu
rity Administration wanted me to sign up 
as a client again. I told him I would rather 
work for 50 cents a day than to never be able 
to call anything my own." 

Another case cited by Mr. Carr is con
tained in the statement of Will Knight, dated 
February 14, 1942, and attested · by R. w. 
Young, Burkv1lle, Ala., who says he was pres
ent "when this was taken and it is a true 
statement of Will Knight and a true signa
ture by him." The following excerpt is 
quoted: 

"In 1935 I was living in Mount Willing, Ala. 
In the fall of 1935, a lady who was working 
for the Farm Security Administration came 
to see me and asked me to go 'on the Gov
ernment.' I believe the lady's name was Miss 
Walton.'' 

From Mississippi, as a result of his field 
investigation, Mr. Carr reported as follows: 

: -"There is widespread solicitation of clients 
by the employees of the Farm Security. Ad
ministration. This is t:one in several ways-

. by c ntacting the prospective clients to meet
ings· and explaining the advisability of be
coming clients. 

. "The county home superv:sor and assistant 
county home supervisor, as well as the assist

. ant county supervisor, are told how ·many 
clients are needed and are told to go out and 
get them. 

"In Washington County I found instances 
· where the Farm Security Administration has 
gone to Negroes in the fall · and told them 
that they could come into town where they 
would be on relief du:-ing the winter if · they 
would r.gree to become clients of the Farm 
Security Adminis'.:·ation in the spring" (p. 47, 
transcript of hearings, joint congressional 
committee). 

Following hi!> investigation in Louisiana. 
Mr. Carr repotte(j: 

"Clients are being openly .solicited in Ea~t 
Carroll Parish, La. The -employees of the 
Farm Security Administration call upqn the 
prospective clients and try to talk them into 
accepting loans and becoming indebted to 
the Farm Security Administration. 

"One of the employees of the Farm Se
curity Administration told one of the local 
Farm Security Administration committee
men, who is a landowner and a member of 
a committee which. has never met, that . he 
almost acquired two of his tenants, ·but they 
re!used to leave:: (P. 62, transcript, hear
ings, joint congressional committee.) 

As a result .ot his. field inv_estigation in 
Arkansas, Mr. Carr reported: 

"The assistant supervisors. in the cou~ties 
of the State of Arkansas .are given q1,1otas 
to fill, ahd are told-tb go out an'd fill th.em. 
In order to get their - required number of 
clients they use about every possible means 
of solicitation. They oall upon prospective 
clients, hold meetings, and .expound their 
theories and ask ciients themselves to . solicit 
their friends, neighbors, and relatives. 

"An assistant supervisor's salary is deter
mined by the amount of clients he. can pro
du'ce. If he wishes to get into a hfgher 
salary bracket the one and only qualification 
is that he produce a larger clientele." . (P. 68, 
transcript, bearings, joint congression·al com
mittee.) 

ILLINOIS 

Mr. Ernest R. Simmerman made. affidavit 
on January 28, 1942, in which he states that 
in February 1941 he "received a letter from 
William Armstrong, assistant to .superin
tendent of the Farm Security Administration 
in this county, requesting that I call to see 
him on a set date in Anna, Ill." He further 
states: 

"When I called there was an official of the 
Work Projects Administration from Herrin, 
TIL, in his office. H:e and Mr. Armstrong 
suggested to me the renting of a farm owned 
by L. F. Lentz, Belleville, Ill.; and when I 
told them I could not because I had nothing 
to start with, they suggested to me that the 
money to start farming would be available 
through Farm Security Administration." 

Mr. Baldwin said that the case of Mr. Sim
merman, whom he erroneously referred to as 
"Zimmerman," would appear to be a case 
"where our supervisor ancj a work Projects 
Administration representative had solicited 
the making of a loan to this individual. 
Now the information I have on the case indi
cates that there has been very close coopera
tion in that county between the Work Proj
-ects Administration and the Farm Security 
Administration representatives; that there 
have been frequent cases in which the Work 
Projects Administration people have thought 
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that individuals on their rolls were better 
suited to farming and they have referred 
them to our office for consideration; that 
they wanted to get them off the ·relief rolls 
and the work relief rolls, which I think is a 
proper activity." 

Apparently Mr. Baldwin favors the practice 
of a Farm Security Administration super
visor going to the Work Projects Administra
tion rolls to obtain additional clients. Is the 
Farm Security Administration supposed to 
rehabilitate actual farmers, or make farmers 
out of Work Projects Administration clients? 

NORTH DAKOTA 
According to an affidavit submitted by 

William Rauscher, New Leipzig, N.Dak., dated 
February 1, 1942, he was solicited in 1939 by 
a Farm Security Administration employee to 
sign up for a share in an elevator which the 
farmers' union proposed to start in Elgin, 
N. Dak. He alleges that his grant payments 
from Farm Security Administration were 
forthwith discontinuect when he refused to 
sign fer this stock, although he had been 
receiving regular monthly grant checks to 
help suppqrt a family of nine children, and 
hiS neighbors who signed up for the· elevator 
continued to receive grants after his was 
stopped The following excerpt is quoted from 
his affidavit: . 

"In the early part of 1939 Henry Sullivan, 
the County Supervisor of Farm. Security Ad
ministration for Grant County, N.Dak., came 
to see me and told me that I should sign up 
for a share in an elevator which the farmers' 
union propm:ed to start in Elgin, N. Dak. I 
told h im that I didn't want to have anything 
to do with any more elevators because I lost 
$700 in one several years ago. 

"Mr. Sullivan told me I'd better think it 
over but I told him that my mind was made 
up. I did not receive my grant the following 
month and never received any more grants." 

'Then he adds this significant comment: 
"While they denied it, I believe that my 

grants were stopped because I refused to sign 
up for this elevator. Neighbors of mine who 
signed up for the elevator continued to re
ceive grants after mine were stopped." 

He stated that he wrote Senator NYE about 
this matter on March 3, 1939. (See pp. 41-42, 
transcript, hearings, joint congressional com
mittee, for copy of this letter, which gives. 
these events in more detail.) 

Mr. Baldwin told the House Appropriations 
Committee, when asked about this alleged 
solicitation to buy stock in the elevator, 
stated: 

"That was also investigated several years 
ago, and we found that there was no sub
stance to his complaint and this ·is a matter 
that has been discussed before this com
mittee from time to time each year. I think 
3 years ago the making of loans for the pur
chase of stock in grain-elevator associations 
was discussed before the committee and 
debated in Congress." (P. 811, hearings.) 

Mr. Baldwin stated also that the grant pay
ment was discontinued because of the deci
sion of a review committee composed of local 
people that he was not in such need as to 
justify continuing him as a grant client, and 
they believed that he had more wheat on 
hand than he claimed to have. Regardless 
of whether the grant payment was or was 
not discontinued because of his refusal to 
buy the elevator stock, Mr. ·Baldwin sub
mitted no evidence or information to refute 
the sworn statement of Mr. Rauscher that 
he was solicited by the county Farm Security 
Administration supervisor to buy this stock 
and urged to do it. Mr. Baldwin attempts 
to dismiss this sworn charge merely by say
ing: "That was also .investigated several years 
p.go, and we found that there was no sub
stance to his complaint." (P. 811, hearings.) 
It is significant that notwithstanding what-

ever "investigation" Mr. Baldwin may have 
made, Mr. Rauscher renews his charge with 
a sworn affidavit, dated February 1, 1942. 

Another similar case is that of Mr. John 
Zeh. In a sworn affidavit dated February 1, 
1942, he states, in part: 

"My name is John Zeh and I reside on 
a farm a few miles south of Elgin, N.Dak. 

''During 1938 and 1939 I was forced to 
apply to the Farm Secm:ity for assistance in 
the form of grants. These grants were al
lowed me for awhile and then the county 
supervisor's assistant, a Mr. Stewart, to:d me 
that before I could receive further grants I 
must join the Farmers Union. 

"I protested but finally had to borrow 
enough money to pay the dues of $3.50 to 
the Farmers· Union. I did this because I 
knew that I would receive no further grants 
until I joined the Farmers Union . After 
I joined the Farmers Union and paid my 
fee, I had no more trouble obtaining grants. 

"I wrote Senator Frazier a letter about this 
treatment and understand that Walter Mad
dox, State I<,arm Security Administration di
rector, denied the truth of my statement. 
In answer to this I must say that. Mr. Mad-
dox is mistaken." · 

When asked about this, Mr. Baldwin told 
the· :House Appropriations Committee that 
this case, too, had been "investigated" in 
1938 and "investigated" again in 1939 when 
it was again called to their attention: , Mr. 
Baldwin gave his explanation of why Mr. 
Zeh was cut off from receiving grant pay
ments, but he offered no evidence to rebut 
the charge that Mr. Zeh was solicited by an 

· employee of the~ Farm Security Administra
tion to join the Farmers Union with the 

- alleged threat that his grant payments would 
be cut off if he did not join. Mr. Baldwin 
said: "The complaint was found to have no 
substance"; but he offers no proof of this 
statement, so far as the solicitation angle is 

·concerned. His explanation deals with the 
reasons for cutting of Mr. Zeh's grant&. 

In view of Mr. Zeh's sworn affidavit, dated 
February 1, 1942, renewing this charge under 
oath and stating specifically that notwith-

. standing Mr. Maddox's alleged denial, that 
Mr. Maddox is mistaken, Mr. Baldwin's ex
planation is unsatisfactory and unconvincing 
on this point. 

Most of the foregoing information was pre
sented either to the Joint Congressional Com
mittee for the Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures or to the House Ap
propriations Subcommittee and therefore was 
available to Mr. Baldwin. Yet he told the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee: 

"Mr BALDWIN. I might say, Mr. Chairman, 
that the Washburn case is the only case in 
which a specific allegation was made regard
ing the solicitation o! tenants." (P. 787, hear
ings on 1943 agricultural appropriations· bill .) 

If Mr. Baldwin's alleged "investigations" 
of the complaints and his other categorical 
denials of specific charges against the prac
tices carried on by various Farm Security 
Administration employees are as inaccurate 
as this statement, they are very -inconclusi_ve 
indeed. 

One of the most flagrant examples of so
licitation reported by Mr. Carr is the case 
of Mr. R. C. Rose, of'Roseland, Ark. Mr. Rose 
received a letter from David C. Neal, Rural 
Rehabilitation supervisor, and Frances W. 
Jones, Home Mortgage supervisor, which read 
in part as follows: 

"We have some money set aside as a grant 
to do sanitary work on your place. • * • 
We fee: sure that any landowner could not 
possibly afford to :flass up this opportunity." 

Mr. Carr reports that "Mr. R . C. Rose oper
ates abount 4,000 acres of land. His buildings 
are in excellent shape, and i! they were· not 
be has the facilities -to repair them." 

This is a case where the Farm Security 
Administration is apparently using grant 
money, appropriated by Congress for the re
lief of destitute farm people, to improve the 
facilities of well-to-do landowriel"s. Mr. Bald
win completely ignored this case in his rebut
tal to the Farm Bureau testimony. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the em
ployees of the Farm Security Adminis
tration have not hesitated to circulate 
vicious attacks on Members of Congress 
and other persons who dared to advocate 
reductions in the appropriations of the 
Farm Security Administration, and they 
have done so under the Government 
frank and at Government expense. 

I have in my hand an article from the 
New Republic, of February 23, 1942, the 
title of which is "Who ·Speaks for the 
Farmers?" The article has imprinted 
on it "United States Department of Agri
culture, Farm Security . Administration, 
Division of Iriformation, Little Rock, 
Ark." The article mal{eS some refer
ences to me, but I shall not take the time 
of the Senate to read them. It makes 
some references to my distinguished col
league, the senior Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. GLASS], and then it has this to say 
about the senior Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKELLAR] and the senior Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]: 

Senators McKELLAR, of Tennessee, and 
GEORGE, of Georgia, made equally determined 
noises to indicate that tenants and croppers 
are not going to be forced to own their own 
farms, paint their houses, or feed their chil
dren balanced d iets so long as they are in 
the Senate to ward off such a fate. 

I think it is very reprehensible, Mr. 
President, that any bureau of this Gov
ernment should take an article from a 
newspaper or magazine, put on it the 
imprint of the Department of Agricul
ture, as has been done in this instance. 
and then send the publication through 
the mails, under Government frank, so 
as to discredit Members of Congress who 
are exercising their constitutional priv
ileges and rights by stating their views 
with respect to appropriations pending 
before the Congress. . 

That is what this agency has done. I 
will not take the time to read all the 
article to the Senate, or to tax the mem
bers of the committee who do not agree 
with me on the subject. I ask unani
mous consent to have the article printed 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks. · 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[Reprint from the New Republic, February 

23, 1942) 
WHO SPEAKS FOR THE FARMERS? 

The Byrd economy committee of Congress 
has been busy recently trying to ma~:e certain 
that the tenant farmers and sharecroppers of 
southern poll-tax States are kept as voteless 
as they are now. The committee has been 
looking into charges brought before it by the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and Pro
bate Judge Bob Green, of Hale County, Ala., 
that the Farm Security Administration has 
been paying poll taxes for some of its clients 
in Alabama. 

When Senator BYRD called his fellow Vir
ginian, C. B. Baldwin, Federal Security Ad• 
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ministrator , before the committee, Mr. Bald
win testified that the Farm Security Admin
istration was approving loans to clients who 
needed money to pay present or back poll 
taxes. In Alabama, poll taxes are cumulative 
up to $36, which is a very large sum to 
farmers of whom more than half are still 
earning less than $500 per year. Baldwin 
also said that the Farm Security Administra
tion was charged with rehabilitating those 
farm families to which it was making loans 
and that the Farm Security Administration 
considered full voting status an essential part 
of such rehabilitation. The Byrd committee's 
all-star cast of Senators from poll-tax States 
were horrified by such brazen belief in con
stitutional guaranties, and CARTER GLASS was 
quick to ~ssert that if the Department of 
Agriculture solicitor agreed that such pr~
cedure was legal, Mr. Baldwin had better get 
himself a new solicitor. 

Senators McKELLAR, of Tennessee; and 
GEORGE, of Georgia, made equally determined 
noises to indicate that tenants and croppers 
are not going to be forced to own their own 
farms, paint their houses, or feed their chil
dren balanced diets so long as they are in the 
Senate to ward off such a fate. Some cynics 
attending these hearings pretended to see a 
connection between the attitude displayed by 
the four senior statesmen from the South on 
the committees and their own personal 
electoral problems. They pointed out that 
at their last reelection, Senators McKELLAR 
and BYRD were returned to the Senate by the 
votes of approximately 17 percent of the 
population over 21 in their .respective States; 
that 15 percent of adult Virginians were 
enough to send CARTER GLASS back to 
his old seat in Washington, and that in the 
off-?residential year of 1938, when he last 
ran, WALTER GEORGE came in first with Only 
3 percent of Georgians over 21 casting votes 
for him. 

More seasoned Washington hearing-goers 
could think of further explanations for the 
Byrd committee's all-out attack on the Farm 
Security program. They recalled other occa
sions on which Ed O'Neal, Farm Bureau Fed
eration president, has played a star role. 

They remembered the time last year when 
Ed O'Neal and his organization declared war 
against the Department of Agriculture and 
especially against their chosen enemy, the . 
Farm Security Administration, sometimes re
ferred to as "the poor man's extension serv
ice." Their suggestion then was that the 
Farm Security Administration be abolished 
and its functions divided between the Farm 
Credit Administration and the Extension 
Service of the Department. O'Neal and his 
boys lost that round, but there is very little 
reason to believe that . they accepted the de
feat as final. The Farm Bureau is now mak
ing the same recommendations before the 
Byrd committee. Perhaps it is time to ask 
why the Farm Bureau is so persistent in its 
attack on the Farm Security Administration. 
What is the Farm Bureau Federation anyway? 

The first chapter in the history of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation was writ
ten in Binghamton, N.Y., in 1909-propheti
cally enough, under the sponsorship of the 
Binghamton Chamber of Commerce. From 
that time to this the Farm Bureau has con
sistently stood for the interests of the well
to-do farmer and his friends in industry. 
Baldwin was safe in saying, as he said before 
the Byrd committee the other day, that "Mr. 
O'Neal cannot by any stretch of the imagina
tion be considered a representative of the 
low-income farmers." Essentially, Farm Bu
reau philosophy has followed the school of 
thought which holds that "poor farmers are 
poor because they are lazy." 

In its first stages, the Farm Bureau operated 
on a. county basis to spread knowledge and 
practice of scient ific farming methods, as 

they were developed by agricultural depart
ments ·of the land-grant colleges which had 
been established by westward-looking settlers. 
At a very early period, Farm Bureau activities 
were closely interwoven with those of the 
Extension Services of th') land-grant colleges, 
so that it was quite natural, when the Smith
Lever Act of 1914 came along, for the Farm 
Bureau to take rapid advantage of its bene
fits. The Smith-Lever Act provided grants 
for extension work to States which were will
ing .to match Federal funds , either with 
State, county, or local funds, or with funds 
supplied by "interested groups of citizens." 
Because the Farm Bureau was financially able 
and quite willing to answer to this last de
scription, the American Farm Bureau Federa
tion, with scarcely any effort at all, was able 
to obtain virtual control of our national agri
cultural machinery. And after more than 25 
years, it has yet to be dislodged from that 
position. By supplying the matching funds 
called for in this early act, the Farm Bureau 
controls farm organization in 11 key States. 
Now, by contributing approximately a million 
dollars out of a total annual expenditure of 
close to $33,000,000 for extension work 
throughout the -country, a private organiza
tion thus is aQle to control a public service. 

Well-to-do farmers quickly realized the 'ad
vantages which could come from close con
tact with the State agricultural colleges, and 
by. the time of World War No. 1, they had 
moved to consolidate their control of these 
institutions. The World War put the Farm 
Bureau on the map, calling as it did for 
lightning-like expansion of the infant Exten
sion Service. Following tfie war, the Bureau 
adopted a legislative program and began to 
look far beyond the field of scientific agricul
ture. By 1922, there were probably 1,250,000 
Farm Bureau members, and the organization 
was ready to get into big-time lobbying com
pany in Washington. It succeeded. A good 
indication of its progress can be seen from the 
important role the Farm Bureau Washington 
lobby, headed by Chester Gray, .played in de
termining· the disposition of Muscle Shoals 
after the war. 

By 1928, Chester Gray had established the 
Farm Bureau as a lobbying factor that Con
gressmen had to reckon with. By that t ime, 
the big-business sympathies of the Bureau 
had been clarified in several election cam
paigns, and it came as no surprise to men 
like Senator NORRIS to find the Farm Bureau 
fighting against the real interests of Ameri
can farmers on the question of the disposition 
of Muscle Shoals. This was a long and bitter 
struggle. Farmers had more to gain by proper 
c_lisposition of th: Shoals than almost any 
other group, yet by intrigue and deception, 
Farm Bureau representatives were able to 
throw the weight of the organization over to 
the side of the power lobby, which had every 
intention of fleecing the farmer as shortly 
as possible. 

The record was clearly presented by Senator 
NoRRIS in a series of masterly statements on 
the fioor of the Senate in 1930, and was even 
more clearly laid bare in the lobby investi
gation conducted by Hugo Black, then Sena
tor from Alabama. Senator Black exposed 
Gray as an agent of the American Cyanamid 
Co. and the Fertilizer Trust, while he was sup
posed to be representing Farm Bureau mem
~ers · on the same matter. An interesting 
part of the same record is the correspondence, 
indicating intimate and frequent contact, be
tween Gray and Ed O'Neal, then president of 
the Alabama Farm Bureau Federation. 

As the Coolidge and Hoover regimes slid off 
into history, the Farm Bur 1.u began to suffer 
real losses in membership and standing. By 
1934, it was down to some four hundred 
thousand members and lacked the kind of 
program needed to attract the dissident 
farmers of the period. · The Farmers' Union 

began to gather strength, and very early in 
the New Deal farm problems seemed to divide 
into a three-way proposition: wheat, corn, 
and cotton. The Farmers' Union was soon 
established as the spokesman for wheat. 
Farm Bureau strength had long centered in 
and unquestionably dominated the corn coun
try. The cotton South remained virtually 
unorganized. The Farm Bureau in 1933 had 
practically no strength in the South. The 
next move was obvious to politically astute 
Farm Bureau bosses like Earl Smith of illi
nois, who had headed the organization as 
long as a corn boss could do the job. As soon 
as he understood the score, Smith looked 
around for a likely cotton man to front for 
him .. Ed O'Neal; then a national vice presi
dent, seemed made to order. · 

If you have ever seen Ed O'Neal, you know 
that Earl Smith was a good picker. . Even if 
you have not seen him, his record since 1931 
proves that Smith was right. When the New 
Deal came in with its newfangled notions of 
how to make American agriculture a paying 
proposition, the Farm Bureau was in a more 
strategic position than its declining member
ship rate indicated. From years of infiltra
tion and careful organization, the Far.m Bu
reau had a corner on most of the trained pro
fessionals in the agricultural field. When the 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration and 
the rural rehabilitation programs came along, 
their choices of field personnel were fairly 
well limited to those trained by agricultural 
colleges, and consequently in all probability 
touched to some extent by Farm Bureau 
philosophy and organizational controls. 

Regardless of -how good programs were 
when they came out of the Washington of
fice, they . were translated on the operating 
level into a Farm Bureau version .of the orig
inal idea. But in spite of these basic controls, 
the Farm Bureau needed to bolster its mem
bership, so someone thought of adapting the 
check-off principle to farm organization. In 
many Southern States it has worked like 
this. Big· planters w:l;lo have always been 
Farm Bureau members and understand that 
the bureau is working for thefr interests have 
agreed to sign up all their tenants and crop
pers for the bureau. The member rarely 
knows he has joined; his $2 dues are just de
ducted from his crop or his Agricultural Ad
justment Administration check and turned 
over to the bureau directly'. Under this in
genious system, membership in the South has 
shot up, and the Georges, Byrds, Glasses, and 
McKellers have an equivalent respect for the 
Farm Bureau interpretation of agricultural 
economics. 

As thillgs stand now, Ed O'Neal and the 
five-hundred-thousand-odd members he has 
now are lined up against the Farm Security 
Administration and its 600,000 low-income 
farm families. O'Neal's well-to-do planters 
are producing almost to capacity at present. 
If we are to meet the requirements of our 
victory food program, 1t will have to be 
through increasing production by the 3,000,-
000 farm families who now fall in the under 
$600 annual income group. It is the Farm 
Security program which is capable of doing 
this--not . the Farm Bureau program. It is 
our Baldwins who can win the war for us; 
our O'Neals who can lose it. 

HELEN FULLER. 
WASHINGToN. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me point out to the 
Senator from Tennessee that the article 
to which I have just referred was sent 
at Government expense to a large num
ber of the clients of the Farm Security 
Administration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BY~D. I yield. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Let me say that, so 

far as I am concerned, the statement 
made in that article is just as false as 
the other many falsehoods which have 
been circulated by this same organiza
tion. I think it is the worst set-up that 
we have in the Government. I want to 
be perfectly frank. The Senator knows 
that I usually speak my mind. I shall 
speak my mind right now. I think Mr. 
Baldwin is a Communist. I do not think 
he is really in favor of our American in
stitutions. 1 think he is doing the poor
est job of almost any job performed by 
anyone connected with the Government. 
To my mind the Farm Szcurity Admin
istration is the most wasteful and extrav
agant agency or activity we have. I have 
no confidence in Mr. Baldwin as an ad
ministratol, and I know that he is giv
ing enormous sums of money to some· 
very trifling people. I do not believe in 
his philosophy of life. I think it is hurt
ing the morale of the farmers, the morale 
of the youth, and of people generally. 
The teachings of Mr. Baldwin in regard 
to it being the duty of the Government 
to give away its money to people who will 
not work for it is fallacious and . in
defensible. I forget l.1ow many hundreds 
of millions of dollars this young man has 
g;.ven away; I do not have the exact in
formation at hand at the moment. 

Mr. BYRD, I think it has been nearly 
a blllion dollars. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from 
Virginia says it has been nearly a billion 
dollars. I do not know the exact figures. 
I think Mr. Baldwin is the most extrava
gant administrator of all administrators 
of activities in the Government, barring 
none. I do not believe he is doing the 
farmers a particle of good. I think he is 
injuring them in . the· greatest degree. 
T'nat is one of the reasons why in the 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Non
essential Federal Expenditures I voted to 
put a brake on this man. 

What he may have said about me or 
what he may have published and .Passed 

·"through the mails about me, at Govern
ment expense, k wholly immaterial; it . 
makes no difference in the world .what 
Mr. Baldwin thinks about me, or what he· 
does not think about me. I have but one 
idea in the world in what I am doing in 
this body, and that is to see that the 
work of the Government is administered 
honestly and as fairly · and as justly and 
as economically as it is possible to ad
minister it. At a time such as this, for 
us to throw away money for such things 
as the trailer systems and migratory 
farm camps, which· do not bring in any 
return, to my mind is indefensible, and 
I am willing to vote to abolish the whole 
thing. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Of course I will not in

terrupt the Senator from Tennessee if 
he prefers not to be interrupted. · 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; so far as I 
am concerned I am glad to have the Sen
ator interrupt in any way he pleases. 

Mr. PEPPER: Mr. President, we often 
speak about bureaucratic agenctes doing 
injustice to those of us who serve in the 
legislative branch of the Government; 
and yet ofttimes we rise on the floor of 
the Senate when the victim of our views 
is not here to defend himself, and, with · 
the light-heartedness of a .cavalier, de
nounce him as a Communist. Of course, 
being a Communist is an offense; one 
who is a Communist is diametrically 
opposed to our form of government, and 
membership in the Communist Party dis
entitles a man to the right to draw a 
dollar of pay as a Government official; 
and under such circumstances the ac- ' 
ceptance by a Government official of any · 
Government money as pay would mal{e 
bin a criminal. All of us know that to 
be a fact; and yet we offer to our col
.Ieagues or to the country or to the of
ficial under criticism no itemization or 
justification whatever for the claim, so 
far as I understand. I think it is only . 
fa!r that such justification be stated. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will 
read the hearings, he will see that, in 
substance, I have made exactly the same 
statement to Mr. Baldwin to his face 
when I have cross-examined him. 

Mr. BYRD. I can certify to that. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I have no secrets; I 

am not saying anything in this body that 
I will not say anywhere else in the world. 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not question the ~ 
right of a Senator to make any statement 1 

he may desire. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Not only the tight, 

but, if Mr. Baldwin wants to sue me, let · 
him go ahead; I will waive the fact that ; 
I am a S::nator. 

Mr. PEPPER. As one Senator, I 
should like very much to hear the Sena
tor produce some evidence of the basis 
upon which he charges a public official 
wlth being a Communist. I know that 
in one instance that was involved in the 
Senator's remarks, but I do not agree 
with his statement of fact. 

Because he referred to throwing away 
money that goes for the- benefit of the 
migratory workers .of this ccuntry, I wish 
to say that, as a personal pbserver of the 
improvement in living conditions the 
Farm Security Administration has 
brought to the migrant workers who 
work in my State, I know of no agency 
of the Government · that is . doing more 
good and is more deserving of support 
from the Congress than is the Farm 
Security Administration. If that work 
be called extravagance, it is to belittle 
the dignity of a human being living in a 
decent house and not being compelled to 
wash his clothes in the same stream in 
which the refuse from -his body is carried 
away. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if it 
be a matter of giving Government 
money, other people's money, to these 
people for a purpose which betters their 
condition temporarily, the Senator is 
right in his defense, but, to my mind, it 
is indefensible for the Government to 
make these vast appropriations for men 
who are g~llivanting around the country 

doing nothing but drawing their support · 
from the Public Treasury through grants 
from this young man. The Senator can 
have his own views about it; I am not 
criticizing him; every man thinks about 
these things as he pleases, but, so far as 
I am concerned, I still think, notwith
standing what the Senator has said, that 
the little good it may de-and it is like 
a kind-hearted person giving a hand-out 
to a man who asks for it-is very insig
nificant indeed compared to the injury 
to the morale of the farmers of this 
country and to their independence. 
Causing men to travel over the country 
in automobiles or trailers and having the 
Government, ·in part, support them in 
that kind of work, I do not believe con
tributes one single particle to the prod
uce grown on the farms of this ·country. 
Can the Senator tell me of any organiza
tion of this kind the efforts of which have 
resulted in farm products being secured 
for anybody? 

Mr. PEPPER. I can say to the Sen
ator that, quoting from the United States 
census report, in the spring of 1940 in 
the State of Florida alone many thou
sands of th2se itinerant workers were en
gaged in the cultivation and the har
vesting of vegetables which were sent 
forth from that S~ate to various con
suming areas of the Nation. Those mi
grant workers, not so fortunat-e as some 
of us to be able to, reside in satisfactory 
and sanitary homes, follow U.1e market 
and follow the vegetable and fruit crops 
which come into maturity at various 
times in various sections of the country. 
They go from the Southeast up the At
lantic seaboard; some of them reach the 
State of Kentucky and perform there a 
kind of work different from that which 
they perform in Florida. 

The question is not whether they are 
going to keep on migrating. Mr. Bald
win did not start them migrating. They 
were migrating when Mr. Baldwin came 
in; they were migrating when some of 
us came to the Senate years ago, when 
this type of agriculture developed in 
America, and when there was need . for 
a large number of people, more than the 

. area could normally support as a stable 

. population, to go into certain areas at 
certain seasons. Consequently they move 
from period to period and place to place. 
The only thing Mr. Baldwin has done, the 
only thing. the Congress has · done, since 
t1:1is administration h&.s taken cognizance 
of their poverty, their squalor, is to take 
them out of insanitary houses, out of 
squalid conditions, and give them decent 
abodes in which they may repose while 
they are at a given place. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What about-
Mr. PEPPER. I hope the Senator will 

ex,cuse me for a moment. Let me finish 
this statement; then I will gladly yield. 

I never knew a great deal about these 
migratory labor camps until 2 or 3 years 
ago when I happened to be driving across 
the highway in the area of Lake Okeecho-

. bee in Florida, which is a great vegetable
producing area. I saw a little chain of 
houses on the banks of a stream, which · 
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was used in one instance for the washing 
of clothes and in the other instance for 
the sewers of the area. I cannot con
ceive of a Negro community, I can hardly 
conceive of a peasant area in any coun
try in the world more deplorable, more 
obnoXious than that area was. Yet just 
a short time before I passed there that 
was the abode, the residence of men, 
women, and children who are American 
citizens, who had come there in response 
to the seasonal demand to aid in the 
cultivation and harvesting of the vege
table crops. About a half a mile away 
from there I was shown a camp, neatly 
laid out, with grass on the ground, with 
little houses, sufficiently large tor two 
families, with the privies back a proper 
distance from the residences, and then, 
-in front of that picture was a ·flagpole 
on which was floating the American flag. 
I said in my heart, "Thank God for a 
country that will. take its citizens out' of 
squalor and put them in decent abodes 
where they may have repose in the night
time and while they are home in the day
time resting from their labors in the 
field." 

In everyone of those camps the United 
States Employment Service has put its 
own representative. Those in the camps 
do not lie there in idleness and indolence; 
·they are assigned to a field not by the 
person who comes for their labor but by 
a public representative, and,. if they do 
not work, they are· thrown out o{ these 
houses. . · · -. 

So the man who says they are per
mitted to indulge themselves at public 

. expense and do nothing is not informed. 
I have seen them, as other Senators in 
this body have seen them. It is not fair 
to those people to have them held up to 
ridicule and scorn because they happen 
to migrate for particular crops and sea
sons from· one section of the country to 
another. · · 

As it is now, this appropriation has 
been cut down to a point where only half 
the existing camps can be maintained 
unless the occupants are required to pay 
a charge for the use of the facilities. 

This is one agency, Mr. President, tl;lat 
gets down into the humble class of Amer- · 
ican citizens who are making less than 
$500 and less than $750 a year and even 
less than $500. It is all right to give a 
subsidy to the big farmers, as we do give 
a subsidy for soil conservation arid other 

.benefits; it is all right to subsidize busi
ness and manufacturers, but if we give a 
poor devil $75 a month on W. P. A. or if 
we teach him to be self -sustaining upon 
a tenant farm, in the opinion .of some 
able Senators it is squandering public 
funds. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield to me? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I think I know as 

much about the poor people of this coun
try as does the Senator from Florida, for 
I am one of them; I have been poor all 
my life; I have gone through the school 
of hardship and I know what I am talk
ing about. I have seen these camps, 
too, I will say to the Set:1ator from Flor-

ida, and !'think many of them, especially. Georgia, the chairman of the subcom
the trailer camps, are a stench in the mittee, because I am not on the sub
nostrils of decent people. Those whose committee. 
homes are in the localities are regretful Mr. RUSSELL.. That amount is to be 
that the camps are there, and the only paid to the six-million-odd thousand 
reason they are there is that they are farm families for meeting certain deft
upheld by our Government. nite requirements of the Department of 

We are just as much to blame as are Agriculture irt order to preserve the fer
the migrants themselves when we keep tility of the soil of this Nation. It is paid 
them there at Government expense. _ out only to those who comply with the 

When times were hard, when there was requirements of the Agricultural Adjust
real necessity for helping these people ment Administration. There have been 
because . of . the depression which came many people who have been much con
upon us several years ago, we all voted cerned at the great depletion of our lands. 
for all that was necessary to take care We know from the history of other na:
of them because their plight was not their . tions which pave come and gone, empires 
fault: But times have changed; there is , which have risen and fallen, that the 
no man who wants work in this country basic, underlying ca-use of many of the 
today who cannot get it. Why should · tragic happenings of history which 
we be subsidizing any · group of our pea- wiped out ·great civilizations · has been 
pie when the work of all groups is neces- 'the depletion of the fertility of the soil. 
sary? Any man who is strong e'nough to The money here appropriated is to be 
work, who is physically able to work, has paid out, as. it has been for years past, to 
an opportunity to work just as much as those who conform to the requirements 
the Senator or I have. For the Govern- of the Department for preserving the soil. 
ment to support these people in the way I may say to the Senator that this 
we are doing, to my mind, I say again, is year for the first time, recognizing the 
indefensible. It is hurtful to the young . very unusu&.l conditions which obtain, a 
men of our country; it· is hurtful to the reduction of $50,000,000 has been made 
very men to whom we give these benefits in the appropriation. For the past 7 
in such large measure. It affects them so years the appropriation has been 
that they are dependent upon the Gov- $500,000.000. This year, in the effort' to 
ernment, and do not depend upon them- economize in every case where money 
selves. · could be saved, this appropriation- has 

Mr. President, for these reasons I be- been reduced by $50;000,000. ' 
lieve that these · appropriations . should Mr. DANAHER. That was a reduction 
not be made. I voted in ·the· committee . the House put- into effect? . 

· to cut them down in· every way possible, Mr. RUSSELL. No; it was recom-
as the chairman of the subcommittee, the mended by the Budget Bureau, approved 
able Senator ·from Georgia [Mr. Rus- by the House committee and the House, 
SELL], knows. I feel the same way now. and approved by the Senate committee. 
I wish to add that I think I am quite as Mr. DANAHER. Without change? 
sympathetic with the class of people in Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
question as are those who take the oppo- Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will 
site view. · the Senator from Virginia yield further? 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
the · Senator from Virginia yield? Mr. DANAHER. I direct attention to 

Mr . . BYRD. I yield. page 77, where I see the language in line 
Mr. DANAHER. I should like to ask 8, "there are hereby reappropriated the 

a question of tbe Senator from Tennes- uncbligated balances of the appropria-
see if' I may. · tions made under this head by the De-

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. partment of Agriculture Appropriation 
Mr. DANAHER. I notice at the top of Acts for the fiscal years 1941 and 1942, to 

page 74, line 3, a provision for $450,- remain available until June 30, 1945. 
000,000, which apparently has come to How much money is represented by those 
us from the House without change in unobligated balances? · 
any way by the Senate committee. . Mr. RUSSELL. Approximately $2,-

Mr. McKELLAR. I note the provision. 000,000-to be exact, $2,015,000. 
Mr. DANAHER. That is a consider- Mr. DANAHER. What is the purpose, 

able sum of money. Did the Senate com- then, of providing that they shall be re
mittee make any effort to change the appropriated until June 3, 1945? 
amount? Mr. RUSSELL. I really know of no 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall have to refer necessity for their being made available 
that to the Senator from Georgia. I am until June 30, 1945. I can tell the Sen
not on the subcommittee. ator the reason why this has been done 

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not hear the in the past. 
question of the Senator from Connecti- The parity payments are made to 
cut. farmers who comply with the crop-reduc-

Mr. McKELLAR. Will not the Senator tion program and the soil-conservation 
from Connecticut repeat his question? pr0gram of the Department. Ofttimes 

Mr. DANAHER. I ask the Senator there has been a controversy within a 
from Tennessee this question, then, if he county as to whether a farmer has 
cannot answer the first: Can the Senator earned his parity payments. In such case 
from Tennessee tell me who is to get the the county committee passed upon the 
$450,000,000? matter. If a farmer is dissatisfied with 

Mr. McKELLAR. Again I shall have a decision of the committee, he has a 
to refer the Senator to the Senator from right to appeal to his Stat.e committee. 
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Sometimes it takes a consider¥>le period 
of time to develop all the facts, and to · 
con·duct a hearing before the State com
mittee. If the State committee decides 
against the farmer, he has a right to ap
peal to the Secretary of Agriculture. In 
some cases the question whether a farmer 
was entitled to a parity payment has been. 
involved in the process of appeal for 
more than 2 yeaxs; so that funds were 
made available for a period of 3 years 
to enable the Secretary to take care of 
such appeal cases. 

Mr. DANAHER. Then, under this lan
guage, such farmers will be guaranteed, 
I take it, full parity payments. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, yes. 
Mr. DANAHER. In each of t:Q.e in

stances mentioned we are paying part bf 
the $450,000,000 to farmers who already 
own their farms. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; the Senator is 
entirely in error in that respect. Under 
the-Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
the payments are not confined to farm
ers who own- their ' lan'd, but the small 
farmer or the tenant farmer gets in-

. creased payments over and above that 
received by the farmer :Who is a large 
operator. The payments are .not con
fined to landowners; the money goes to 
all those who work upon farms. 

Mr. DANAHER. Under this parity 
program we give a guaranty to those who 
produce in accordanc~ with the require
ments of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act; do we not? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. DANAHER. Do we make any pro- · 

vision for a farmer reducing acreage· as 
a condition to receiving any part of these 
payments? . 

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, yes; that is true 
with respect to wheat and cotton. Due 
to the great surpluses which have been 
piled up, there has been a very drastic 
reduction in wheat acreage and in cotton 
acreage. The cotton acreage has been 
reduced from 16,000,000 acres, and the 
wheat acreage was reduced this year to 
approximately 55,000,000 acres. I dq .not 
recall the aggregate acreage prior to the 
reduction. 

Mr. DANAHER. I am impelled to ask 
these questions by the observation of the 
Senator from Tennessee, who thereafter 
referred my questions to the Senator 
from Georgia, let me recall. He had 
been talking about the need for produc
tion in wartime, with which I fully agree, 
and about the need o{ our doing every
thing we could to stimulate production. 
Yet we find these enormous sums-$4'50,-
000,000, on the one hand-to be paid to 
farmers who are already established on 
farms, whether they own them or not, 
and, on the other hand, a guaranteed 
minimum of parity payments is provided 
for others who reduce their quotas in 
certain instances. 

I assume that when we are doing that 
much for those people it is eminently 
proper that we take into account yet one 
other class of farmer, as to whom the 
Congress hitherto has not declared a 
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poli.cy. I do not understand, let me say 
to the Senator from Tennessee, that 
either he or the Senator from Georgia, 
or anyone else, is· making any attack here 
on the policy represented by the appro
priation. Their quar.rel is one with the 
amount of the appropriation. 
Mr~ McKELLAR. No; our objection is 

to the way in which certain amounts of 
it are paid. So far as concerns the ap
propriation which the Senator -from Con
necticut and the Senator from Georgia 
have discussed, they are entirely right; 
the appropriation applies to large farm
ers, small farmers, all farmers. It ap
plies to farmers who want to buy land 
and who are helped, and that is a fine 
thing. The evil about which I had some
thing to say was the evil· of the so-called 
migratory farmers. They are not farm
ers; they are merely migrants who are 
going all over the country. They get au
tomobiles and go to various sections of 
the country and stop at trailer camps, 
and the Government hei:ps support them. 

. I do not think that should be done. They 
are not attempting to make · homes for 
themselves; theY- are not trying to· be-

. come farmers; they are not trying to help 
the country produce things which will be 

~of aid to the country. Collecting ~. to
gether and making nuisances of them
selves, they are undertaking to get some
thing from the Government to which 
they are· not entitled. That class of 
farmers we cannot help·. What we give 
them is thrown away. They .are no good · 
from an economic standpoint, and, to 
my mind, the system followed is destroy
ing the morale of those who receive the 
money from the Government without 
compensating return. 

Mr. DANAHER. Will the Senator from 
Tennessee tell .me who will harvest the 
crops if these migrants do not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. There will be a suffi
cient number of farmers to harvest the 
crops. We would be disappointed if we 
depended on these migrants, who go over 
the country in old Ford cars, collecting in · 
migratory stations, taking their cars into 
trailer camps. By the way, these camps 
are most unsanitary. Talk about the 
Government furnishing better sanitation 
for them; anyone who will go near one of 
the camps will observe that the Govern
ment is not furnishing the sanitation for 
the camps, at any rate. These people are 
a nuisance to those around them; they 
are no good to the farmers; they are not 
workers; they are migrants. They are 
nacurally roving people, who are not 
farmers , and many of them do not claim 
to be farmers. 

Mr DANAHER. Many of them? 
Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; many of them. 
Mr. DANAHER. 1\1r. President, will 

the Senator from Virginia yield to me 
for another question? 

Mr. BYRD. I should like to proceed 
with my statement, Mr. President. 

Mr. DANAHER. I ask the Senator to 
yield for only one furth~r question, and I 
thank him for his forbearance. Is there 
any provision in the bill for the payment 
for sugar quotas this year and, if so, how 
much? 

Mr. BYRD. There is a provision for 
paying on the same basis as last year. 
The amount is $47,000,000, is it not, I 
ask the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It is only $500,000. be· 
low the amount for the current ·year. It 
is some forty-odd mHlion dollars. 

Mr. BYRD. Forty-seven million dol· 
lars, I believe. 

Mr. DANAHER. And that sum is to be 
paid to those who keep their sugar quotas 
within limit; is that true? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not an expert on 
the sugar question. In our committee we 
have several experts on that question, 
one of them being the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr: O'MAHONEY] and one or 
two other Senators. This year we have 
reversed the policy. This year we pay 
for increased production rather than pay 
the farmers to decrease their produc
tion. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I should like to say to 

the Senator from Connecticut that there 
seems to be an erroneous impression that 
this $4CO,OOO,OOO is received entirely by 
farmers. It is my understanding that 
much of it is received by landowners, who 
are . not necessarily farmers, and it ap
plies to owners of forest land, and par
ticularly it applies to a great ·many 
banking institutions and insurance com
panies in the East that own land in the 
West on which they collect soil-conser
vation payments. In my State there are 
two companies which collect the maxi
mum of; as I recall the amount, $10,000. 
If the Senator from Connecticut ex
amines the record, I believe he will find 
a great many such institutions in his 
State which are collecting $10,000 each 
from this $450,000,000 appropriation. 
Senators will notice that there was a pro
posal made to cut the maximum payment 
to $1,000, but that was not agreed to. 
The $450,000,000, however, is not all paid 
to farmers; it is paid to landowners for 
improving their soil and protecting the 
soil. Part of it ·goes for control of river
bank erosion, at least for supervision of 
the work, and for other purposes which 
cannot directly be called farming opera
tions. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. In order to make 

my position perfectly plain, let me say 
that some years ago, when the country 
was going through very hard times, when 
it was in the gJ:eatest depression the 
world has ever known, I happened to be 
on a return voyage from the Philippine 
Islands, together with my distinguished 
friend the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] and some other gentlemen. 
We were on the Red Sea when I received 
a cablegram stating that the Appropria
tions Committee was divided 12 to 12 on 
the question of the big W. P. A. project. 
When I came home I voted for that proj
ect. Why did I do so? Because, Mr. 
President, people actually needed the 
help provided by it. The country was in 
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a sad plight, and it was a matter of hu
manity to vote for the W. P. A., and I 
have continued to vote for it when it was 
necessary to do so. But at such a time as 
this, when we do not have the labor 
which we need on our farms, when we 
do not have the labor which we need 
in our factories, when any one who 
wants to work can get work and re
ceive a good return for his labor, I do 
not think we should continue to give 
out money to those who do not want to 
labor, who wish to traipse around the 
countrY, to idle around the country in 
such cars as they can get, or such other 
means of transportation as they may 
find. At such a time as this I do not 
think tliey should be continued as wards 
of the Government, and treated as we are 
treating them under the provisions of the 
bill. I am glad the amount has_ been re
duced. It ought to be reduced. I am in 
favor of doing anything to help suffering 
humanity, but I am not in favor of let
ting persons who are not working take 
advantage of the Government by being 
made the recipients of Government pay
ments. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield to me? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Pi·esident, I should 
like to conclude my statement. I have 
yielded for nearly an hour now. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If I am to say any
thing on the subject I wish to do so now. 

Mr. BYRD. Cannot the Senator do it 
in his own time? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I wish to say some
thing about Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. BYRD. How long will the Senator 
take to make his statement? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If no questions are 
asked me, I shall make the statement in 
about 4 or 5 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Virginia 
yields for 4_minutes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, 
within that time limitation voluntarily 
imposed I shall not attempt, of course, to 
go into a discussion of the philosophy of 
the Farm Security Administration or its 
great advantages to the under dog in 
rural life. I am not content, however, to 
let this phase of the debate close without 
saying something about Mr. Baldwin in 
view of the very vigorous assault upon 
him made by my beloved friend the Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]. 

The Senator from Tennessee has 
boldiy expressed the opinion-and he al
ways, as he says, has the courage to dg 
so, but I think sometimes a little bit too 
vigorously-that Mr. Baldwin is a Com
munist, and he doubt13 the propriety and 
the wisdom of vesting any judgment, or 
discretion, or administtative power in Mr. 
Baldwin. I, of course, hold no bri~f for 
Mr. Baldwin. He is not from my State, 
but for the last 4 or 5 years I have had 
very intimate contact with Mr. Baldwin 
in his administration of the Farm Secu
rity Administration in both phases of its 
work, in connection with the Farm Pur
chase Act, which has been so fully ap
proved by everyone, and which is under 
Mr. Baldwin's administration, and iii the 
administration of the rehabilitation pro
gram. 

Mr. President, I have never seen any 
indication, nor have I ever heard any 
statement made by Mr. Baldwin which 
indicated in any way that he was a Com
munist, or that he was not in full accord 
with American institutions and the 
American form of Government. I have 
at all times found him to be a gentle
man, a Virginia gentleman, and if any 
criticism could be made of him it is be
cause of his generosity, possibly, his ten
der heart toward relieving the sufferings 
of the poor farmers who could not obtain 
credit, who had no standing, who had no 
rr.eans to enable them to stay upon the 
farm, and who, except for his assistance, 
would have been obliged to go to town 
and get on the W. P. A., but who pre
ferred to stay on·the hind and make their 
own living for themselves and their fam
ilies. 

Mr. President, I feel .that in justice ·to 
Mr. Baldwin I should make that state
ment, especially in ·view of the charge 
made by my good friend, the Senator 
from Tenne~ee that, in his opinion, Mr. 
Baldwin is a Communist. I have seen 
nothing at all in my close contact with 
Mr. Baldwin to justify such a charge. I 
do not think the Senator from Tennessee 
has had as close contact with him as I 
have had, otherwise he woUld not have 
entertained the opinion he has expressed. 
So Mr. President, I feel it is my duty to 
make the statement I have made, and I 
very cheerfully and gladly do so, regard
less of other issues which may be in
volved in this controversy. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Virginia yield to me? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Is it not true that the 

American Farm Bureau Federation, 
which represents perhaps more farmers 
than any other organization in the coun
try, has recommended the abolishment 
of the Farm Security Administration? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. No, that is not true 
at all. The American Farm Bureau Fed

. eration is in accord with the principles 
under which that Administration works. 

The Federation oppose& the spending 
of the volume of money which is spent, 
and also opposes some of its practices, 
but it does not recommend the abolish
ment of the Farm Security Administra
tion. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Virginia again yield to me 
for a moment? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Under the circumstances 

I should like to read the recommenda
tions which the executive committee of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation 
made, as follows: 

While we thoroughly agree that the ac
tivities under the farm-tenant purchase 
program and the Farm Security Administra
tion should be drastically and severely cur
t ailed, we believe that at least part qf the 
work of these agencies should not be forth
with abolished. ' 

This- is the American Farm Bureau 
Federation speaking through its official 
representative: 

The work being done under the Farm Se
curity Administration should certainly be re-

stricted to the needs of deserving farmers 
who are not eligible for other lines of credit, 
or who cannot find their places in industrial 
production. Unquestionably the need for 
relie~ assistance such as that provided by the 
Farm Security is very greatly reduced. Pur
chasing of large areas of land, the establish
ment of cooperative purchasing and selling 
organizations, and other activities of the 
Farm Security which. are already being car
ried out effectively by other agencies-gov
ernmental and private_:_are not warranted 
and should be discontinued. We believe that 
farm tenant purchase activities should be 
confined chiefly to the servicing of loans al
ready made, and that few, if any, additional 
commitments should be made during the 
present war emergency. 

This is the American Farm Bureau 
Federation speaking. This is said in the 
name of the American farmer: 

It is obvious that there is great need to 
reduce the overhead and administrative ex
penses for carrying on these activities. 

That is what the Senator is trying to 
do in cutting this appropriation from 
$50,000,000 to $25,000,000. 

For this reason and also in order t o coordi
nate such activities with other agricultural 
efforts, we believe that the merited parts of 
these programs should be handled by other 
agencies of the United State~ Department of 
Agriculture which have for many years been 
engaged in such activities. This would pre
vent overlapping and duplicat ing and greatly 
reduce overhead and other administrative 
expense . 

The Federation does recommend the 
abolition of the Farm Security Adminis
tration and Mr. Baldwin's administration 
of it. The American Fitrm Bureau Fed
eration goes on to· say: 

We have had a preliminary investigation 
made of the Farm Security program, as we 
have had many complaints of waste, ex
travagance, and abuses in the administration 
of this program. - While we did not have the 
time ~or _the facilities to make a complete 
investigatiOn, the preliminary findings indi
cate some startling and shocking conditions 
of waste, extravagance, and indefensible prac
tices in the administration of this· program, 
Including: 

(1) Assignment of quotas of the number 
of clients to be secured tn counties in order 
to expend funds appropriated by Congress 
and to maintain personnel employed by the 
agency. 

(2) Widespread solicitation of clients in 
order to meet quotas. 

Referred to by the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

(3) Burdening of clients with excessive 
loans beyond their ·ability ever to repay, re
sulting in a complete loss of hope and break
down of morale. 

(4) Establishment of impractical collec
tive-farming projects. 

(5) The policy of making grant payments 
from Federal emergency relief funds, for 
which the Farm Security appears to be a 
certifying agency, as a means of enabling 
clients to repay loans rather than using such 
funds to relieve destitution, and in this way 
substituting funds intended for direct relief 
to repay loans which have become delinquent. 

(6) Use of numerous devices, such as the 
substitution . of grant payments, renewal 
notes, and the 5- and 10-year variable pay
ment plans as a means of showing that loans 
have been collected when actually little or no 
collections have been made; or in many cases 
showing loans fully paid where th~ indebted-
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ness of the borrowers has actually been in
creased. 

(7) Flagrant attempts to build up pressure 
groups to maintain congressional appropri
ations and local political and community 
support through various devices and prac
tices. 

There are several other items. From 
reading the hearings that seemed to be 
the most significant charge made. It 
is a charge made by the farmers, not 
against the general theory of making 
loans to farmers who need loans but 
against the particular administration of 
the Farm Security Administration. The 
statement indicates a distinct willingness 
on the part of this farm organization, at 
least, to have the appropriation substan
tially reduced, as sought by the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I have yielded quite often. 
I should like to be permitted to say a 

· few words. I have not said anything for 
nearly an hour. [Laughter.] 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not like to inter
rupt the Senator. I realize how tiresome 
it is. I have had the experience of having 
general debate in my time. However, I 
should lil{e to make a brief observation. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 

Ohio is aware of the fact that while he 
is stating the representations of the 
national organization of the Farm Bu
reau Federation, in the State of Ohio the 
Farm Bureau went on record as fully en
dorsing all that the Farm Security Ad
ministration is doing. The head of the 
Farm Bureau from the State of Ohio 
appeared before the Senate committee 
and made that statement. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, evidently 
the members of the Appropriations Com
mittee of the House, at least, agree with 
much that the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKELLAR] says with respect to the 
activities of the Farm Security Adminis
tration. In reporting the appropriation 
bill to the House, the House committee 
stated: 

The Administration-

That is, the Farm Security Adminis
tration-
is also carrying on experiments in collective 
farming um:.er a plan which appears to re
semble the plan of collective farming in Com
munist Russia. The committee believes this 
is wholly contrary to the spirit and the genius 
of the American way of life and ought to be 
stopped. 

So perhaps ·t;he ~enator from Tennessee 
has some very solid ground for the state
ment he made with regard to Mr. Bald- · 
win. While the House committee does 
not state that Mr. Baldwin is a Com
munist, it states that the plan of collec
tive farming-
appears to rt semble the plan of collective 
farming in Communist Russia. The Com
mittee believes this is wholly contrary to the 
spirit and the genius of the American way of 
life and ought to be stopped. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall, the hear
. ings showed that all these collective farm
ing arrangements, or practically all of 
them, have been abject failures. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. They· also showed 
that they were instituted by Mr Tugwell, 
and not by Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know by 
whom they were instituted. They are 
now run by Mr. Baldwin, and they have 
been absolute failures. I believe that any 
other communistic plan of that kind . 
would be a failure. That is why I am 
opposed to it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. · President, I shall 
have to decline to yield further. · . I should 
like to complete my statement. The 
Senator may then have the floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator will al
low me to make one comment, I shall 
not interrupt him further. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. I wonder if the Senator 

can -explain what is meant by the col
lective farming to which he has referred? 
What actually was done? 

Mr. BYRD. Collective farming is be
iq.g carried on. I cannot explain it any 
better than that. Farms have been pur
chased and run collectively. It is being 

' done now. 
Mr. PEPPER. Did not the adminis

tration simply acquire land, permit a 
man to cultivate a particular part of the 
land, and then jointly market the produce 
of the several farms? 

Mr. BYRD. It is collective farming. 
As I understand, a farm is purchased, 
and the farmers are placed on it t0 op
erate it collectively. 

Mr. PEPPER. I have visited one of 
the projects. The plan may not be a 
good idea; but, as I understand, eacb 
tenant had an opportunity, if he chose, 
to have a particular piece of land, which 
he might farm, or which he might begin 
to purchase, and occupy as a prospective 
purchaser, in which case the joint agency 
acted as. a marketing instrument for the 
sale of what was produced on the several 
farms. Meanwhile the farmers had an 
opportunity to live in communities, where 
each one had his own house and had an 
opportunity to participate in some kind 
of industry, such as carpenter work, or 
work in a shop. 

Mr. BYRD. There are a number of 
instances of collective farming, which 
was condemned by the House committee. 

Mr. PEPPER. How does the Senator 
distinguish between collective farming 
and cooperative farming? 

Mr. BYRD. In collective farming the 
farmers an work together. There is no 
ownership of land, and the project is 
conducted as similar projects in Com
munist Russia are conducted. The prod
ucts of the farm are pooled, and the in
dividuality of the farmer is lost. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Can the Senator tell 
us where such projects are being carried 
on? 

Mr. BYRD. I can furnish that infor
mation. The farmers do not own the 
land at all. The Government owns the 
land. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Government 
owns the land, and collects the people to 
live on it. Two of such projects were 
tried out in Tennessee. 

Mr. BYRD. It is collective farming 
on Government land. 

Mr. McKELLAR. One of the projects 
was on what is known as the Cumberland 
Plateau. Fine stone houses were built for 
those who had charge of the project, 
which was an utter failure. The houses 
are not occupied even to this day, or they 
were not the last time I saw them, which 
·has not been a great while ago. The 
projects were a failure and a nuisance 
to the entire community, destroying the 
morale of the farmers. 

Another project was in west Tennessee, 
in Haywood County. I think it was part
ly in two other counties, Hardeman and 
Henderson. The project did not even get 
started. The land was bought, but those 
in charge of the project could not get 
anybody to occupy it along communistic 
lines, so the land is still owned by the 
Government. The project has been an 
utter failure. I am speaking from ex
perience in my own State. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am sure that in 
·the interest of fairness and justice the 
Senator will agree that those projects 
were not built under Mr. Baldwin, but 
were instituted by the old Resettlement 
Administration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall, Mr. 
Baldwin was not the head of the Depart
ment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. He had no control 
over it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He was not the head 
of the Department when it was done, but 
he was a member of the official staff of 
the Department when it was done, and 
he has had the project in charge ever 
since. Nothing has been done with it. 

Mr. BYRD. As I shall show, collective 
farming is now being carried on. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think there is a 
similar project in Arkansas which has 
been an eyesore and a heartache to 
Arkansas ever since it was established. 

Mr .. BYRD. It may have been inherited 
from Tugwell, but it continues. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKS. I should like to ask the 

Senator from Tennessee if he did not 
develop, in his interrogation of Mr·. Bald
win, that in at least one instance the 
offieials went to the courthouse and ex
amined the records of those who had 
made applications for loans, to see if they 
had paid their poll tax. They were not 
going to lend them any money unless 
part of it were used to pay the poll tax;. 
That wa,s confined only to the white resi
dents of the county, and it was a dis
crimination against any colored farmers 
who might need help. If we are to reach 
down to the underdog farmer of America, 
should we not reach down to all of them, 
regardless of their color? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, to a 
very great extent I agree entirely with 
what the Senator from Illinois has said, 
with one little amendment. The incident 
to wh~ch he refers did not happen in my 
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State but in the State of Alabama. As I 
remember. Mr. Baldwin said that money 
was loaned to rehabilitate farmers. I 
shall have to refer to the record to be 
absolutely accurate. He said he loaned 
money to rehabilitate farmers, and that 
included in the loan was an amount, 
varying ·from $2 to $6, to pay poll taxes. 
It was confined to· the white people of 
the community. The colored people were 
left out. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator will 
not say that any colored man who ever 
applied for a loan was rejected on the 
ground of color, will he? 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall, Mr. Bald
win said that none of them had applied 
for a loan. 

Let me read from the testimony: 
Stmator McKELLAR. If 1t is such a good 

thing, this eleemosynary institution for which 
the Government is paying the bill; if it is 
such a wonderful thing for white people, why 
do you limit it to white people? 

My good friend the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD], whom I love 
very dearly, says that Mr. Baldwin was a 
kind-hearted man. It is easy to be kind
hearted with other people's money. Mr. 
Baldwin is handling $700,000,000 or $800,-

. 000,000 of the Government's money, and 
it is very easy to be kind with it. 

I read further from his testimony: 
"Senator McKELLAR. • • • If it is such 

a good thing, this eleemosynary institution 
for which the Government 1s paying the bill, 
1f it is such a wonderful thing for white 
people, why do you limit it to white people? 
Why do not you include the colored people? 
There are a lot of colored people in Alabama. 
I was born in that State, and there are many 
colored people there, as I remember. I am 
wondering, if it was such a good, splendid, 
kindly, generous plan-and evidently is all 
those things-why had you excluded the poor 
colored people down there? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. 1 think it is a pretty good 
. plan, Senator McKELLAR. 

"Senator McKELLAR . .Yes; but why did you 
exclude the colored people? 

"Mr BALDWIN. I am not the one to judge 
that. The colored people, of course, are not 
excluded. We have thousands and thousands 
of Negro clients. 

"Senator McKELLAR. Did you pay any poll 
taxes for colored people? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. We do not want to see these 
families make any expenses that do not con
tribute to their rehabilitation." 

That was his answer. Does that an
swer appeal to Members of this body? 

Senator BANKHEAD. Now, Senator McKEL
LAR--

Senator McKELLAR. Will you wait one mo
ment? 

Senator BANKHEAD. Yes. 
Senator McKELLAR. Until I get through 

with this. 
· Senator BANKHEAD. Yes. (Continues read
ing:) 

"Senator McKELLAR. The question is seri
ous. I am not asking you what you want 
to do and what you do not want to do; I am 
trying to find out what you have done and 
what you propose to do. Have you paid poll 
taxes of any colored people in Alabama, in 
Greene County, Ala., or any other county in 

_ Alaba.Ina? 
"Mr. BALDWIN. As far as I know, we have 

not done it, sir, and the reason it has not 
been done is because they would not qualify 

as voters, they probably would not be able to 
qualify. I want to make. this matter very 
clear, sir, if you will let me." 

If that is not m·ade clear, how can it 
be made any clearer? He did not do it 
because, as a practical matter, he 
thought the colored farmers might not 
qualify as voters. He was lending money 
to some because they could qualify as 
voters and not to others because· he did 
not think they ·could qualify as voters. 
Is that the way we want the money of the 
Government spent? I am very out
spoken about it. I do not want the Gov
ernment's money spent by a man who 
has that sort of view. 

I asked him if he was lending money 
to migrants. 

Senator McKELLAR. Do you include movie 
tickets-tickets to the movies for proper rec
reation? 

I said to the committee, in quoting that 
testimony: 

These are agricultural loans. 

Here is the reply: 
Mr. BALDWIN. No, sir. There is a miscel

laneous column there that might include 
such an item. 

Lending farm money so that people 
might go to the movies? 

Mr. Baldwin continued: 
I think these people are privileged to go to 

the movies; yes. 

I then said to the committee: 
Well, he answered both no and yes, and 

then I said: 
"So you would include the movies? Would 

you include the tr;tvel expenses to town for 
a chance of recreation in the city nearby?" 

Mr. BALDWIN. Well, I think, sir, the rule of 
reason would be followed. 

Lending the Government's money, the 
money of the American people, at a time 
when we are assaulted as we never before 
have been assaulted in the history of 
time; lending our money to enable people 
to travel into the city in order to go to the 
movies or have other kinds of recreation! 

Next I askEd this question: 
Senator McKELLAR. Would you include the 

Knights of Pythias dues, and Masonic dues, 
and chamber of commerce dues, and things 
like that? 

Mr. BALDWIN. These items are the normal 
cost that go toward living in a democ.racy. 

· I said Mr. Baldwin was a Communist. 
I have just read his testimony, not mine. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Was any allowance 
made for the purchase of hard and ·soft 
drinks? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not a drinking 
man, and for that reason I perhaps did 
not remember to ask him about the pur
chase of hard and soft drinks. [Laugh
ter.] But I did say this to the com
mittee: 

Now, gentl~::men, we are appropriating vast 
sums, millions of dollars-! forget how much 
was the amount last year, but some enormous 
amount, and the year before that even more 
than that--! do not remember the exact fig
ures-to a man like that now who is lending 
a part of it and just making grants of the 
other part, and I want to call your attention 
to that. 

Awhile ago the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER] suggested that I was mak
ing statements in this body which I would 
not make to Mr. Baldwin. When Mr. 
Baldwin came before us I made to him 
the same statements that I am making 
here. I do not make a statement behind 
a man's back that I would not make to 
his face. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Tennessee, out of fairness to 
me, should let me correct that impres
sion, if I inadvertently gave it to the 
Senate. 

Mr. McK~LLAR. Very well; I am glad 
to have the s~nator correct it. 

Mr. PEPPER. No one questions the 
courage of the Senator from Tennessee. 
I simply said that it seemed to me the 
Senator from Tennessee should give to 
the Senate ·the basis for his accusation 
that the man is a Communist. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think that 
such a man, who is using other p~ople's 
money in the way he is using it, lending 
it out, not to farmers, but to pay poH 
taxes, to pay dues to various organiza
tions, to pay for driving into town on 
Saturday afternoons and ott>er times 
for recreation, should be permitted to 
handle Government money. I do not 
think that sort of loan for farm purposes 
is accomplishing its purpose; and I am 
very much opposed to- the man who 
makes such loans. I have no apologies to 
make for the position I take. It is based 
on solid ground, and, in my judgment, no 
other Member of the Senate feels that 
such loans should be made. 

Mr. RUSSELL. 1\.fr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I will yiel<l, if the Senator 
from Tennessee has concluded. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am through. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I think it should be 

pointed out that the making of loans of 
money with which a farmer paid his poll 
taxes was not a specific policy of the 
Farm Security Administration. There 
was not a great deal of difference be
tween the way such loans were made and 
the way loans were made when I was a 
boy, when a farmer would .apply for a 
loan at a supply house or a country bank 
down in Georgia. A man would go into 
a bank and say to the banker, "I want to 
borrow $100." The banker would ask 
him, "What are you going to use the 
money for?" 

The farmer would reply, "I want to buy 
a wagon, and it will cost me $25. I have 
to get a cow, and that will cost $25; and 
then I have to pay my taxes, and that 
will cost a few dollars; and I am 'way be
hind with my Masonic Lodge dues, and 
I want to pay them, and that will cost 
me $6." The note would be made out 
and signed at the bank, and the money 
would be given to the farmer. 

When a man goes to the Farm Security 
Administration to obtain a loan he tells 
what he wants the money ·for, and he 
submits the information on a little slip 
of paper. In many cases, probably thou
sands in Alabama, a man who wanted 
to borrow would write on the slip that 
he wanted to pay his poll tax, but a great 



1942 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4289 
many more said they wanted to pay their 
property taxes. 

Mr. President, in. the operation of the 
· Home Owners' Loan Corporation arid the 
Federal Land Bank· this country pumped 
out literally hundreds of millions of dol
lars that went to land owners and home 
owners all over the United States, and • 
let them use the money . to pay their . 
taxes-poll taxes and all other kinds of 
taxes. We did not hear a word of criti~ 
cism about that, although in the case o{ 
loans made by the Home Owners' Loan 
Corporation and the Farm Credit Ad-

. ministration there was a · requirement 
that the borrower borrow from his Gov
ernment sufficient money to pay his taxes 

· of all kinds-his property taxes, his poll 
taxes, and any other taxes which might 
have been assessed against him. 

However, when we come to consider 
loans to these poor, pathetic, pitiful peo
ple who have a mu!e , a horse and wagon,' 
and a shote, and who want to borrow 
sufficient money to pay theii· poll tlitxes, 
they are held up to ridicule. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I should like to ask 

· the Senator from Georgia a question. I 
· suppose that conditions in my State -are 

very much like those - in the Senator's 
State: As a rule the tenant farmer bor- · 
rows money every year in order to make 
his crop and pay ·his bills. When he re
ceives a loan at a bank, ·of course he pays 
his 'poll tax out of the money thus loaned 
to him. If he did not, he would. not pay 
it at all. He uses the money .thus ob- . 
tained to pay all his other expenses. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Exactly. 
Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand, 

there is no requirement here as to ·what 
he shall do with the . money after he re
ceives it. As was suggested by the Sen
ator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] some 
of the farmers might have bought hard 
or soft drinks with some of the money 
obtained from such loans, or they might 
have used it for almost anything else; but 
if such a farmer is going to spend it at 
all, it seems to me that. to int~grate him
self into the Government machinery and 
pay his poll tax and remain t. voting citi
zen is a very desirable thing. 

In respect to the question of the col
ored voters who do not have their poll 
taxes paid, let me say that, in addition to 
paying a poll tax, they have to register. 
and perhaps take a literacy test, and do 
other things of that kind. Unless they 
want to pay their poll taxes, no one is 
going to make them pay them. As I un
derstand the testimony, Mr. Baldwin 
said that in the cases of such colored 
voters there was no request for money 
with which to pay poll taxes. 

Mr. RUSSELL. As I understood the 
testimony, it was that when they came in . 
and told what they wanted to spend the 
money for, they did not say they wanted 
to spend the money to pay poll taxes; 
and, to be absolutely realistic about it, 
most of them could not qualify under 
the State law to vote, anyway. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes; and most of 
them did not want to waste their money 
by paying a poll tax if they could not 
qualify to vote. 

Mr. RUSSELL. With respect · to the 
circular which the Senator says was cir·

. culated, if it was circulated by the Farm 
Security Administration it was indeed a 
most reprehensible thing;· a· man who · 

. circulated such a circular, speaking in 
~ terms of the Senator from Tennessee 
and the Senator from Virginia, should 

· be disciplined. However, since the mat
ter was brought up on the floor of the 

. Senate, I communicated with Mr. Bald
win, and he said 'he tlid not ·have any

. thing to do with the distribution of the · 
circular. 

Mr. BYRD. It was di~:~tributed from 
. the Division of Information· at Little 
Rock, Ark. 

Mr. RUSSELL. ' That is a regional 
office. I say that the man ·who sent it 
out should be disciplined. 

Mr. BYRD. It was sent out on Feb
ruary 23, and I have in my hand several 
other circulars which were distributed by 
other regional offices. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Senator will in
dulge me for a momerit further, I should 
like to say that I have known· Mr. Bald
win from the time when he was in the 
office of the Secretary of Agriculture. I 
have had some v~ry violent differences 
of .opinion~ with him as to the manne~ in 
which the.Farm Security Administration 
should be administered, and I have been 

: ·ver-y critical of him before the committee 
over which I have had the honor to pre
side, the subcommittee on agricultur.al 
appropriations. However, in my judg
ment, Mr. BJ.ldwin is as far frO"m being a 
Communist as .any . man could possibly 
be. I believe he is an honest, sincere, 

· patriotic American. He has -had some 
theories which were not pleasing to me, 
and with which I disagreed; but I believe 
that Mr. Baldwin is a patriotic American, 
and that his sole aim has been to admin
ister the program in the interest of the 
most undei·privileged people .on earth; 

· because let me say to the Members of 
the Sehate, and let me ask them to bear 
in mind, that this program deals only 
with persons who have ·no creditresources 
any·w·here on earth. Even to obtain what 

. is called a 'feed loan, a man must have a 

. statement from the Federal land bank, 
·which makes chattel mortgages, that 
they will not make a loan, before he will 
be able to secure a loan under the pro
gram. 

It is true that the Farm Security Ad-
. ministration does keep a check on the 
man to whom it makes a loan. The 
statement was made to me by my State 
farm bureau that when a man has re
paid a certain amount in a given year, 
it is felt that the supervision should be 
removed. I think that a provision to 
that effect would be a good one. · There 
should be other changes in the program. 

However, certainly there has been 
nothing in this program which I believe 
would justify any idea that Mr. Baldwin 
is a Communist merely because he would 
take no exception to a man going to a 
bank, asking for a loan from the bank, 
and stating that he wanted the money 
so that he could pay his poll taxes along 
with other taxes. 

If that makes him a Communist, I do 
not know a single small-town rural bank 
in the South that is not communistic, 

. because at one time or another they. ·have 
-loaned to tenant farmers and share

. croppers money with which to pay their 
poll taxes. 

Mr. ·BYfi.D. Mr. President, recurring 
to collective farming there is a project 
involving the purchase of what was 
·known as the Lord Scully tract in Bates 
County, Mo., and another known as_ the 
'Lake Dick, Ark.; project. About· this 
project Mr. TAI<VER had this to say: 

Now, do you conceive that under the law, 
the language. under which the appropriation 
has been made, that it is possible to take 
funds appropriated for· loans, grants, and ru
ral rehabilitation and make the purchase of 
land to be held in commqn by a number of 
rehabilitants without any prospect of any re
habilitant ever securing· title to any par
ticular acreage included in the tract, and 
operated upon the basis o! a Communistic 
community where all of the rehabilitants lo
cated on the land are to labor jointly anQ 
share jointly (without regard to the indus
try or lack of industry o! any particular 
rehabilitant) in the proceeds from the joint 
operation? Do you or do you not consider 
that a transaction of that kind is justified 
under the law and the language under which 
the appropriation is made? 

So they are still engaged in such proj
ects. It is not the old resettlement proj
ect, but the Farm Security Administra
tion went into.a county in Missouri, and 

- purchased 3,963 acres of land at. a· price 
of $158,000 which they propose, as I un- · 
derstand, to turn into a collective farm, 
for they put a mortgage of $735,000 on it 
a few days later, although they paid 
only $158,000. 

Mr. President, I. wish to make . one more 
. comment with respect to the policies of 
the ;Farm Security Administration along 
the line of collective farming. Mr. Bald
win, in his testimony before the commit
tee, admitted that there were distributed 

. over the country at various meetings and 
elsewhere a statement -prepared . by his 
department which was. entitled "Long
time Tenure Objectives." Included in 
the statement is the r·ecommendation 
·that the Government exercise the right 

. of eminent domain as a means of securing 

. the subdivision of large land holdings . 
In other words, the Government should 
be given the right to condemn property 
for the· purpose of redistributing it. 

Furthermore, it was recommended that 
the Government acquire title to as much 
land as possible, and retain all the land 
now held by the Government. 

In cross examination, Mr. Baldwin at 
first denied that the pamphlet was pre
pared with his knowledge, but he said 
it had been distributed to organizations, 
and when the question was asked him 
as to whether he favored it, he said: . 

Mr. BALDWIN. I favor such methods as can be 
taken to support the traditional family type 
of farming operation in the country. I think 
that that might be cohnidered. · 

The CHAIRMAN. If the man is not willing to 
sell the farm, a farm that he has owned, per
haps his ancestors for generations had owned, 
he is not willing to sell it himself, would you 
be inclined to favor the proposition that the 
Government, by the right of eminent domain, 
could take the farm away from him? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I certainly would not, sir. If 
he is not living on it j however, if he is an ab
sentee owner, if it is owned by an insurance 
company or was owned by someone who did 
not have any interest in working the land, I 
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think that such a step might not be incon
sistent with the traditions of this country. 
I do not know, sir. That is a matter certainly 
that would be up to the Congress. 

Senator GEORGE. If he owned too much, 
would you be in favor of taking some of it? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do not know whether I 
would or not . 

Senator GEORGE·. The philosophy of that 
long-time program is exactly that. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Senator George, I have not 
endorsed that program completely. As I said, 
1t was prepared for diScussion of the tenure 
problem. The tenure problem is the most se
rious thing we have to content with in trying 
to rehabilitate farm families. Congress has 
given a great deal of attention to it. Sec
ondly, I favm no steps to take any action on 
anything that is recommended in that paper 
without congressional authority to do it, but 
I do think that we should not hide our eyes 
to the steps that might be taken to bring 
about greater security for a great mass of 
people in this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. How many acres do you 
think a man should have under your plan? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I have no plan, 
sir; I have no plan. 

The CHAmMAN. Whose plan is it? Yo·1 say 
you endorse it 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do riot know. In some parts 
of the country 40 acres of land is adequate to 
support a family with some decency. 

Senator McKELLAR. Do they have a formula 
for this? 

Mr. BALDWIN. In other sections of the coun
try, in some of the Great Plains sections of 
the country it will take several thousand. 
In your section of the country I expect a few 
hundred acres will be required, although I am 
not so sure about it. You would be a better 
authority on that than I would, sir. 

So there has been a discussion evidently 
within the Farm Security Administra
tion as to the question of publicly con
demning land for the purpose of redis
tributing it under certain plans which 
they no doubt have in mind. 

Mr. McKELLAR Mr. President, was 
it not openly testified to before our com
mittee? That is my understanding, and 
that is how we got our idea of Mr. Bald
win. He publicly testified there was such 
a plan in his set-up, but that he had not 
given it his entire approval. 

Mr. BYRD. He &.dmitted that the doc
ument had been published and distrib
uted at the expense of the Government. 

Mr. McKELLA,R. Yes; it was pub
lished and distributed at the expense of 
the Government. If that is not ..com-
munism, I do not know what it is. · 

At this point, Mr. Pre3ident, I wonder 
if the Senator from Virginia will permit 
me to ask that the opinion of the Ameri
can Farm Bureau Federation as it ap
pears on page 727 and the top of page 728 
may be printed in the RECORD. The Farm 
Bureau Federation takes exactly the same 
position we took in the n:atter that this 
part of the program ought to be very 
greatly curtailed, if not entirely abol
ished. 

Mr. BYRD. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAY
BANK in the chair). Without objection 
the matter presented by the Senator from 
Tennessee will be printed in the RECORD. 

Tbe matter referreJ to is as follows: 
Mr. O'NEAL. • • It is therefore im-

perative to curtail all nonessential expendi
tures and eliminate duplication, overlapping, 
and waste in administration. There are some 
activities which, though useful and appro-

priate in normal peacetimes, can be dispensed 
with or postponed during the war. Farmers 
want economy in the administration of all 
agricultural programs and services, as well as 
economy in other governmental activities. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation has 
taken an aggressive position in support of 
constructive economies in governmental ex
penses. 

At the last annual meeting of the Amer
ican Farm Bureau Federation in Chicago, 
December 9, 10, and 11, 1941, the following 
resolution was adopted: 

"In view of the great expansion of all Gov
ernment bureaus, and since the emergencies 
for which many were set up have largely de
creased or ceased to exist, we recommend 
that the activity of such agencies and bu
requs as have served their major function be 
curtailed in proportion to the reduction in 
necessity for the work they have been rer
forming. 

"The mounting public debt and the neces- _ 
sities of war require that every administrator 
of Government be unusually zealous in his 
efforts to eliminate waste, extravagance, du
plication, and unnecessary expenditure. 

"Agriculture is setting the example by re
ducing substantially its request for appro
priations in line with the improvement in 
agricultural conditions. It calls upon all 
economic groups and all administrators re
sponsible for the expenditure of public funds 
to seek, through every legitimate means, the 
highest degree of efficiency and economy." 

It 1~ shocking and distressing in these times 
of grave national peril to sec agencies of Gov
ernment· created to do specific jobs-som,e of 
them designed purely for temporary pur
poses-constantly seeking to continue and 
expand the scope of their operations far be-

. yond the justifiable need anj resist the efforts 
to discontinue unnecessary services and to 
reduce expenditures to merited need. There 
has been an alarming tendency for these re
lief agencies, which comprise a large and 
varietl number of governmental agencies, to 
try to inject themselves into the war program 
for the o!lvious purpose of perpetuating their 
organizations and pay rolls. 

The time has .come for the Government to 
set the exanple in converting its operations 
fully to a wartime basis by eliminating the 
unnecessary services, the duplication, over
lapping, and all unnecessary governmental 
expend! tures. 

During the hearings before the House Su.b
committee on Agricultural Appropriations I 
appeared, together with several of my asso
ciates, and presented specific recommenda
tions for constructive economies in agricul
tural appropriations. 

We also recommended an over-all policy of 
coordination, which would eliminate unneces
sary services, duplication, and overlapping in 
the administration of agricultural programs, 
and result in very substantial savings in man
power and funds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I referred 
a little while ago to the attack that was 
distributed at the expense of the Gov
ernment upon the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] and other 
members of the committee. · In addition 
to that I received copies of a similar 
criticism, an attack upon other mem
bers of the committee sent out by Mr. 
Jesse B. Gilmer, who is area director at 
Amarillo, Tex. So I sent a telegram to 
Mr. Gilmer in which I said: 

MARCH 9, 1942. 
JESSE B. GILMER, 

Assistant Regional Director, Farrn Secu
rity Administration, Arnarillo, Tex.: 

Please advise me promptly who sent you 
th~ three attachments which you included 
in your letter of February 6 addressed to 

dear committeemen whether this literature 
was sent out under Government frank and 
how many copies were sent. Give same in
formation with respect to the enclosure-con
tained in your undated letter addressed dear 
committeeman and which relates to the 
annual Agricultural Adjustment Administra
tion dinners to be held on or about March 9. 

HARRY F. BYRD, 
Chairman, Jqint Committee on Reduc

tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi
tures, United States Senate. 

Mr. Gilmer replied as follows: 
AMARILLO, TEX., March 12, 1942. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, 
· Chairrnan, Joint Committee on Reduc

tion Nonessential Federal Expenditures, 
Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Re telegram March 9 attachmt:nts my let
ter addressed to dear committeeman re
ferred to by your wire were mimeographed 
in my office at my direction; about 600 copies 
of each letter were mailed under Government 
frank; information was copied from the Na
tion of January 17, 1942, the Hutchison 
Daily News, Hutchison, Kans., of January 5, 
1942, Amarillo Daily News of January 8, 1942, 
and Fe~ruary 28, 1942. 

JESSE B. GILMER, 
Area Director. 

I then submitted the correspondence 
and the enclosures to the Postmaster 
General and asked him whether the mat':' 
ter was properly frankable. I received 
this letter from him on ·April 13: 

OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., April 15, 1942. 

Hon. H. F. BYRD, 
United States Senate. 

MY DEAR SENATOR BYRD: I · have your letter 
of April 4 submitting copies of extracts 
from various publications, and inquiring as 
to their mailability free of postage under the 
penalty privilege. 
- The law governing the exercise of such 
privilege, embodied in section 615, - Postal 
Laws and Regulations, restricts the use of 
penalty envelopes to "officers of the United 
States Government" solely for the purpose 
of transmitting in the mails free of postage 
"matters relating exclusively to the business 
of the Government of the United States." 

The matter submitted by you does not 
appear to relate exclusively to ·the business 
of the Government within the contemplation 
of the law, and, therefore, it is not entitled 
to free transmission in the mails. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK C. WALKER, 

Postmaster General. 

I then askeq Mr. Walker, the Post
master General, to take the proper pro
cedure either to collect from Mr. Gilmer 
or to prosecute him for having sent out 
these communications, which I am told 
have been mailed all over the United 
States under the franking privilege. 

Mr. President, I will take only a little 
longer. 
PHILOSOPHY AND OBJECTIVEfi OF FARM SECURITY 

ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. President, the Farm Security Ad
ministration is fostering and promoting 
projects and objectives which . are con
trary to the spirit and genius of the 
American way of life. 

It is fostering class prejudices in agri
culture. Its continual assaults upon 
commercial farming, its promotion of 
subsistence agriculture, and collective 
farming projects similar to those in Com
munist Russia, its flood of propaganda 
tending to pit small farmers as a group 
against big farmers as a group, all tenet 



1942 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4291 
to create disunity and create class an
tagonisms, instead of promoting unity of 
action of all farmers to aid each -other 
in improving the lot of all. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a statement of 
Edward A. O'Neal, president of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, for 
further exposure of the philosophy and 
objectives of the Farm Security Adminis
tration. 
. There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to .be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT OF EDWARD A. O' NEAL 

Philosophy and objectives: The nature of 
some of the projects being promoted by the 
Farm Security Administration and the man
ner in which they are being carried on is 
aptly described by the House Appropriations 
Committee as follows: 

"The h earings disclosed that the Farm Se
curity Administration is carrying on many 
projects of a character which are not viewed 
with favor by the committee. Among these 
is the lending of money to farmers for 
tln purchase of farms from funds provided 
for distress loans and in amounts aggregat
ing as much as $7,500 in individual cases for 
farms and improvements thereon. The com
mittee do'es not believe that Congress in
t ended to authorize such a farm-purchasing 
program with these funds . In the case of 
the Lord Scully estate lands in Missouri, the 
Administration formed a corporation of its 
own employees and bought 42,000 acres of 
land at $26 per acre ostensibly for the pur
pose of selling farms to farmers removed 
Irom defense areas, but only six of such 
farmers had been selected up to the time of 
our hearings. We were advised that 361,000 
acres of land have been bought in a similar 
manner throughout the United States and 
that the amounts of loans to individual farm 
families buying subdivisions of these tracts 
would run around $7,000 to $7 ,500. 

"The Administration is also carrying on 
experiments in collective farming under a 
plan which appears to resemble the practice 
of collective farming in Communist Russia. 
The committee believes this is wholly con
trary to the spirit and the genius of the 
Amarican way of life ~nd ought to be 
stopped." (P. 20, report to House Committee 
on Appropr iations on 1943 agricultural ap
propriation bill .) 

That the Farm Security Administration 
officials hesitate to abandon the philosophy 
which led to the establishment of these col
lective farming projects is repeatedly revealed 
in the test imony of Mr. Baldwin before the 
House committee. 

Although Congress intended that these re
settlement project s should be liquidated as 
soon as practicable, Mr. Baldwin stated that 
"there is effort being made to carry out the 
purpose for which they were originally built." 
He also stated, "We feel it would be the part 
of folly to abandon the few experimental at
tempts at cooperative farming that have been 
undertaken, until experience was sufficient 
to indicate whether they represent a hopeful 
pattern or not." It appears clear that it is 
the purpose of the Farm Security Adminis
tration , unless checked by Congress more 
vigorously than heretofore, to continue to 
carry on experiments in collective farming 
under . a plan which appeared to the House 
Appropriations Committee "to resemble the 
practice of collective farming in Communist 
Russia." 

Additional evidence of this purpose is 
given in an article entitled "National Land 
Tenure Objectives," published in the July 
1942 Land Policy Review, a publication issued 
mouthly by the Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics of the United States Department of 

Agriculture. The article was written by Mr. 
Pa._l V. Maris, an official of the Farm Security 
Administration. After listing a catalog of 
objectives, Mr. Maris states that the fulfill
ment of such objectives would result . in
among other things-"possibly 1,000,000 farm 
families on farms operated cooperatively 
under long-term leases. It is difficult to pre
dict at this time the proportions to which 
this new tenure pattern may ultimately 
expand." 

Information on the philosophy and objec
tives of the officials of the Farm Security 
Administration is not only revealed in the 
article of Mr. Maris, but also in a statement 
entitled "Long-time Tenure Objectives," 
which Mr. Baldwin stated "was prepared by 
various people in my organization." He also 
stated that the "document does not represent 
necessarily the views of my staff or my organi
zation," and that "I think it is a very in
telligent discussion of tenure problems gen
erally and, on the whole, I think it is a very 
fine report on the matter of Government own
el'ship of land.'' 'If it is agreeable, I would 
like to insert a copy of this document in the 
record at this point. It was distributed by 
representatives of the · Farm Security Ad
ministration from Washington at a meet
ing of Farm Security Administration em
ployees in attendance at a meeting at Colum
bus, Ohio, in May .1941. I assume it was dis
tributed in other regional conferences. Most 
of the objectives in this dccument are a!so 
included in the article written by Mr. Maris 
in Land Policy Review, which obviously is an 
official publication of the United States De
partment of Agriculture. 

Several of the long-time tenure objectives 
are especially significant. On e of them re
fers to collective farming and reads as fol
lows: "Expand ·cooperative farm leasing and 
purchasing associations as rapidly as experi
ence justifies. See to it that low:-income 
groups not well adapted to operation and 
management of independent farm units are 
included among those served by leasing co
ops." 

A good many of the objectives outlined are, 
of course, meritorious. Two, however, are 
somewhat startling. One of these reads: 
"Exercise of the rights of public domain as a 
means of securing the subdivis:on of large 
land holdings. * * *" The other is as fol
lows: "Acquire Governm,ent title to as muc!l 
land as possible; Retain land now held by 
the Government." One result of expanding 
Government ownership of land would be the 
necessity of adding Government employees to 
manage it. 

LOBBYING ACTIVITIES OF FARM SECURITY ADMIN
ISTRATION IN BEHALF OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, according 
to the testimony ~Jefore the Senate Ap
propriations Subcommittee, an article in 
the New Republic magazine, February 23, 
1942, entitled "Who Speaks for the Farm
ers?" containing slurring attacks upon 
various Senators and Ed O'Neal, presi
dent of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, was reprinted and distributed 
under Government frank by the F. S. A. 
to its employees in Arkansas. The article 
evidently was reprinted at Government 
expense. 

According to reports from various sec
tions of the country, representatives of 
the F. S. A. have been busily engaged in 
contacting farmers to get support for 
their activities. For example, in Arkan
sas the executive committee of the John
son County Farm Bureau· were ap-

. proached by a representative of the 
F. S. A. with a t~pewritten prepared state
ment which they were asked to sign, 
endorsing the work of the F. S. A. 

• 

During the hearings of the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of None~sential Fed
eral Expenditures Judge R. K. Greene, 
probate judge of Hale County, Ala., pre
sented two affidavits, one ·by Mr. W. B. 
Bynum, who was formerly employed as 
Assistant Rural Rehabilitation Super
visor in Jackson County, Ala.; and an
.other by Mr. S. L. Griffin, Assistant 
County Rural Rehabilitation Supervisor 
in Hale County, Ala. In Mr. Bynum's 
sworn statement he stated that in Octo
ber 1941 F. S. A. employees were called to 
a hi-district meeting at Huntsville, Ala., 
during which Mr. E. S. Morgan, the 
Regional Director, in an address, "praised 
the supervisors for their part in winning· 
the fight to prevent consolidation of agri
cultural agencies" and "he specifically 
praised them for getting letters written to 
their Senators and Congressmen opposed 
to consolidation." Mr. Bynum also stated 
that Mr. Morgan told the F. S. A. em
ployees "that every client should be a 
voter and should be contacted and urged 
to pay his poll tax up-to-date, explaining· 
that Farm S::curity already has the 
appropriation for the current year, but 

· that these clients may be needed in the 
future for new appropriations and to 
maintain the F. S. A. as a separate 
organization.'' . 

Mr. Bynum also reported that Mr.
M. H. Pierson, State Farm Security 
Administration director, addressed the 
Farm Security Administration employ"\ 
.ees after Mr. Morgan, asking "How 
many of you people present have your· 
poll taxes paid?" and stating that every; 
employee should see that his own poll 
taxes were paid. 

A copy of the sworn statement by Mr. 
Bynum appears on page 708, part 3, of 
the hearings of the joint committee. 

The sworn statement of Mr. Griffin 
states that he attended a bidistrict meet-· 
ing of farm and home supervisors of the. 
Farm Security Administration held in 
Birmingham, Ala., in September 1941, at· 
which time Mr. E. S. Morgan, regional. 
director, addressed the group "recounting. 
a history of a recent fight which the 
Farm S3curity Administration had had" 
and complimenting "the supervisors on 
the good work they had done in con
tacting political influences and ·having 
sufficient political influences exerted on 
Congressmen and · Senators." Mr. Grif-· 
fin's affidavit further stated: 

Mr. Morgan further stated that he wou!d 
have other fights to hold our appropriations. 
Mr. Morgan said that those on the program 
at this time plus those wl).o had been dropped 
were equal to about one-seventh of all farin 
families in the region. He stated that Farm 
Security Administration was now authorized 
to reinstate all of those former clients who 
had been dropped. He said these should 
become qualified voters and that any client 
who wished to borrow money from Farm Se
curity Administration for the payment of poll 
taxes could do so. Mr. Morgan said that 'i''e 
would have that many more voters. 

Mr. R. L. Vanzant, assistant regional direc
tor, also addressed the meeting and , stated 
that if any loan docket was turned down in 
the loan-approval office because of poll-tax 
loans, to write him a personal letter and that 
he would see that such loans were approved. 
(Hearings, Joint Committee on Reduction of 
Nonessential Federal Expenditures, pp. 708· 
709.) 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimo1,1s con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a tele
gram and a letter with an accompanying 
statement relative to this matter. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

CLARKSVILLE, ARK., April 24, 1942. 
W. R. 0GG, 

American - Farm Bureau Federation, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Mr. Robert Plugge and I agreed to give 
Farm Security Administration a personal 
statement for local use intended to clear the 
county unit of some~ of the accusations made 
generally. We started to compose this state
ment and same was not typed at that time. 
We therefore did not sign or authorize anyone 
to sign the statement for us. Later five 
copies of a prepared and typed statement 
were presented to us by county Farm Security 
Administration supervisor with the request 
that we preEent it to the county farm bureau 
executive committee for approval and signa
tures. The implications of the statement 
were such that we and the entire membership 
of the executive committee could not afford 
to sign. 

J. W. WILSON, 

President, Johnson County Farm Bureau. 
ROBERT PL UGGE, Secretary. 

JOHNSON COUNTY FARM BUREAU, 
Clarksvi lle, Ark., April 23, 1942. 

Mr. W. R. 0GG, . 

American Farm Bureau Federation, 
Washington, D . .C. 

DEAR MR. OGG: In complying with your re
quest in telegram of April 23, please find en
closed copy of stat ement which the local farm-. 
security supervis:::r requested the executive 
committee to approve and sign. 

Yours very truly, 
J. W. WILSON, President. 
RoBERT PLUGGE, Secretary. 

We note in , the February issue of the 
Arkansas Gazette various statements criticiz
ing the farm-security program, this informa
tion having come from R. E. Short, president 
of the Arkansas Farm Bureau, and Willian1 C. 
Carr, investigator for the National Farm Bu
reau. While the Johnson County Farm 

·Bureau would have no knowledge of the farm
security projects in other States or other 
parts of the State, we do know, because of 
services that we have. h ad in the Johnson 
County Farm Security Administration, that 
the program in this county is doing a wonder
ful lot of good. 

We aiso know that the statement, "the 
rural-rehabilitation supe:~;visor's salary .is 
based upon the number of clients in his par
ticular count y" 1s definitely not true so far as 
Johnson County is concerned. We would 
like to add that the superviscrs in thi~ county 
have never made solicitations to get applicants 
on the prqgram. The local farm bureau hes 
always been able to work in harmony with 
the farm-security set-up in our county. · 

We appreciate helpful criticism and know 
that the Farm Security .A"dministration is t ry
ing to be a help to the people instead of a 
hindrance; therefore , we would like to say 
that the ar ticles that appeared in the Arkan
sas Gazette regarding the farm-security pro
gram do not apply to this county. 

JOHN W. WILSON, 
President, Johnson County Farm Bureau. 

RoBERT PLUGGE, Secretary. 

JIROADENING 0};' ELIGIBILITY OF FARM SECURITY 
ADMINISTRATION CLIENTS AS NEED DECLINED 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, another 
evidence of the declining need for F. S. A. 
funds and the resourcefulness of the 
agency in devising ways and means to 
increase its large appropriations and its 

enormous pay roll to expend these appro
priations is the expansion of the eligibil
ity for free grants of money to farmers 
which was made by the F. S. A. in 1941 in 
connection with its appropriations for the 
fiscal year 19.42. 

Comparison of the justification state
ments submitted by F. S. A. in behalf of 
its appropriations for loans, grants, and 
rural rehabilitation for the fiscal years 
1940, 1941, and 1942, shows that for 1942 
the eligibility of persons entitled to re
ceive free grants was greatly broadened. 
Previous to that time, grants were sup
posed to be confined to "victims of natural 
catastrophes" and to "indigent families 
living in rural areas who cannot obtain 
aid from other sources and who, but for 
these emergency grants, might suffer 
hunger or ·disease." But for 1942 this 
was broadened to include "to aid stand
ard rehabilitation loan borrowers" when
ever in the judgment of F. S. A. ·this was 
necessary, and even extended to other 
farm families who "are on the brink ·of 
becolning standard rural rehabilitation 
clients." (See excerpts.) 

Thus, when farm income had increased 
so greatly that the need for grants had 
greatly declined, the eligibility was 
broadened so that grants- could be made 
to more people. 

The table shows that even in 1941 be
fore the eligibility for grants was broad
ened, only $5,723,846.59 was expended for 
"distress and emergency" out of a total 

. of $16,998,832.12 expended for grants. 
JUSTIFICATION OF THE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION GRANTS . 

1940 appropriation 
Rural rehabilitation direct relief: Direct 

relief under the rural rehabilitation appro
priation is extended not only to farm families 
who are the victims of natural catastrophEs, . 
such as drought or flood, but to indigent 
families living in rural areas who cannot 
obtain aid from other sources and who, but 
for these emergency grants, might suffer from · 
hunger or disease. Past experience has shown 
that major catastrophes occur somewhere in 
the country every year. These cash grants 
cease when the families can begin their own 
rehabilitation or can be assisted through re
habilit ation loans based on farm and home 
plans. Cash grants of direct relief are ad
m inistered on investigation and determina
t ion of need in individual cases. (P. 1214, 
House hearings on 1940 . agricultural appro
priation bill .) 

1941 approp1·iation 
Rural rehabilitation direct relief: Direct 

relief under the rural rehabilitation appro
priation is extended not only to farm families 
who are the victims of natural catastrophEs, 
such as drought or fiood, but to indigent 
families living in rural areas who cannot 
obt ain aid from other sources and who, but 
for these emergency grants, might suffer from 
hunger or disease. Past experi~nce has shown 
that major catastrophes occur somewhere in 
the country every year. Droughts and fioods 
have d isastrously affected large port ions of 
many States this year. These cash gra n t s 
cease when the families can begin their own 
rehabilitation or can be assisted through re
habilitat ion loans based on farm ahd home 
plans. Cash grants of direct relief are ad
m inistered on investigation and determina
t ion of need in individual cases. Employable 
recipients of such payments are required to 
perform work on useful public projects, under · 
authority of section 3 (c) of the Emergency 
Relief Appropriation Act of 1939. (P. 9.83, 
House hearings on 1941 agricultural appro
priation bill.) • 

1942 appropriation 

Project 2. Rural Rehabilitation Grants 

Objective: To extend direct relief to farm · 
families who are victims of natural catastro
phes, such as drought, flood, freeze, or insect 
ravages, and to indigent families living in 
rural areas who cannot obtain aid from other 
sources and who, but for emergency grants, 
would suffer from hunger or disease; and to 
aid standard rural rehabilitation loan bor
rowers where rehabilitation can be accom
plished only by such additional aid, usually 
where unforeseen emergencies not anticipated 
in the farm management plan arise. * * * 
Many .other farm families are on the brink 
of becoming standard rural rehabilitation 
clients, these being generally those families 
who have a very low present but substantial 
future prospective income and earning ability. 
With some assistanre through rehabilitation 
grants and substantial aid and assistance 
through the preparation of adequate farm 
and home plans, a rehabilitation loan may 
be made to these families to, and thereby 
more rapidly, assist them to become self
supporting. • * * Also when rehabilita
tion can be accomplished only by such addi
tiona! aid. (P. 135, pt. 2, House hearings, 
1942 agricultural eppropriation bill .) 

Source: House hearings on the Department 
of Agriculture's appropriation bills for the 
fiscal years 1940, 1941, and 1942. 

GRANTS NO LONGER CONFINED TO DISTRESS AND 

EMERGENCY CASES 

The attached table shows that the out
right gifts of money to farmers which 
was started durirg the depression to re
lieve extreme cases of distress and desti
tution due. to unavoidable disasters are 
no longer confined to such cases, but, in 
fact, this kind of cases constituted only 
one-third of all the expenditures for 
grants to farmers during the fiscal yea!' 
1941, while payments to farmers in con
nection with farm and home operations 
accounted for over one-half of all grant 
payments that year. 

Of the $16,998,832.12 expended for 
grants, $5,723,846.59 went to distress and 
emergency cases, $9,072,404.77 went to 
farm and home operations, and the re
mainder to health and medical and to 
sanitation. 

This is an amazing situation in view 
of the official justification submitted to 
Congress in 1940 by the F. S. A. in sup
port of its appropriation for grant pay
ments for the fiscal year 1941. In this 
statement Congress was told that this 
money was to be given only to "victfms 
of natural catastrophes" and to "indi
gent families living in rural areas who 
cannot obtain aid from other sources 
and who, but for these emergency grants, 
might suffer from hunger or disease." 
The whole import of this statement is 
that the money was to be used for such 
types of extreme destitution arising 
out of catastrophes and other emer
gencies. The statement further said 
that---

These cash grants cease when the families 
can begin their own rehabilitation or can be 
assisted through rehabilitation loans· based 
on farm and home plans. 

Mr. Baldwin, in his testimony before 
the Joint Committee for the Reduction 
of Nonessential Expenditures and in his 
testimony before the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees, adm'itted 
that grant payments were made to rural 
rehabilitation clients who also had ob-



1942 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4293 
tained rural rehabilitation loans. Evi
dence was submitted to the joint com
mittee in the form of original copies of 
F. S. A. farm and home plans, which re
vealed that in some areas at least there 
is a general practice of making outright 
grants to rural rehabilitation-loan clients . 
who are operating on a farm and home 
plan, although the F. S. A. told Congress, 
as indicated above, that grants cease 
when clients "can be assisted through 

.rehabilitation loans based on farm ahd 
home plal).s. · · 
Rural rehabilitation grants by purposes, July 

1, 1940, through June 30, 1941 
Distress and emergency ______ $5, 723, 846. 59 
Health and medicaL ______ ,;. _ _- 1, 248, 394. 00 
Sanitation ________________ :__ 954,186.76 

Farm and home operations___ 9, 072,404.77 

TotaL---.------~------- 16, 998, 832 . 12 
Source: Hearings befote the Joint Commit

tee on the Reduction of No:Q.essential Fecleral · 
E::penditures, pt. 2, p . 370. 

Data submitted to the joint committee 
showed that in some areas, at least, there 
is extensive use of the grant payments 
to help repay loans and.. thereby: make 
the loan records look better. Specific 
cases were cited wherein clients were for
bidden to cash their grant checks and 
were told by F. S. A. employees that these 
grants would be used to help repay their 
loans. _ · 

In Mississippi an F. S. A-. employee 
admitted that the grant check was used 
'tor the sole purpose of improving the 
financial status of clients-page 821, 

Form FSA 5-RR-14 
For Year 1941. - • 
'l'ype of Loan: New _____ Sup. x 

Std _______ Coop ____ Subs ___ _ 

Name: Sandy Garrett. Wife, Lena. 

hearings, joint committee. Similar use 
of the grant payments were reported in 
Alabama and Arkansas-pages 830-831, 
hearings, joint committee. 

FEBRUARY 14, 1942. 
My name is Will Knight. I live at Burk

ville, Ala. 
In 1935 I was living in Mount Willing, Ala. 

In the fall of 1935, a lady who was working 
for the Farm Security Administration came 
to see me and asked me to go on the Gov
ernment. I believe the lady's name was Miss 
Walton. 

The Farm Security Administration set me 
up and gave me 2 steers, 1 milk cow, 100 baby 
chicks, 1 plow, a pressure cooker, and 2'3 
dozen fruit jars. 

The value of my crop sales since 1935 would 
not exceed $175. This amount would not 
pay my rent. I hav~n't raised enough to pay 
the Farm Security Administration anything 
on· my indebtedness. · 

I have received grant checks each year. 
Mr. Sallee, of the Farm Security Administra
tion, . told me to ·sign- the· grant checks and 
give them back, and they would be put in 
the bank, and used to pay off my payments 
when they came due. -

WILL KNIGHT. 
On margin: 

·I - was present when this was, taken and ·it 
is a true statement of Will Knight and a true 
signature by him. 

R. W. YOUNG, 
Burkville, Ala. 

FEBRUARY 21, 1942. 
My name is George Fuller. I live at Tal-

ledega, Aia., rural free delivery No . 2. . . 
I got on the Government in 1938. I haq 

enough money left over. each year to make 
my payments to the Government. ·r have · 

FARM AND HOME PLAN 

PART I.-PERSONAL DATA 

Ages: Applicant, 41; Wife, 39; Boys, 20, 15, 5; Girls, 13, 9, 7, 2. 

received grant checks each year for the past 
3 years. I was told by the Farm Sacurity 
Administration to bring the grant checks to 
.them and they would put them in the bank 
with the rest of my money, and then use it 
to pay off my payment to the Government. _ 

I haven't been able to make a crop, because 
the Farm Security Administration doesn't 
give me my money to plant the crop until 
3 months after it should have been planted. 

his 
GEORGE X FULLER. 

mark 
Witness to mark: 

JOHN CASTLEBERG. 

CASE OF SANDY GARRETT, CHILDERSBURG, ALA. 

The attached photostat of the farm 
and home plan of Sandy Garrett, 
Childercsburg, Ala., shows a wor-k grant of 
$84 and a new loap of $274,20, making his 
total loans $1,107.55 and his total grants . 
$202.65. He has made a repayment of · 
$27.79. 

There is also attached a copy of a let
ter from the county rural rehabilitation 
supervisor of the F. S. A. to Sandy Gar
rett, in which· the supervisor tells him to 
bring the check to the Farm Security 
office. He also says that this grant-wa-s 
necessary to balance the 1940 farm and 
home plan. -

This shows clearly that the grant pay
ment is used to balance farm and home 
plan of rural rehabilitation loan clients. 
I ·ask that the table be printed in the 
RECORD; 

There being no objection, the table was 
.ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · · · 

Case No. 1-61 36472 
Race: Colored 

burg, 
Address: (Last year) 

We are renter of60 acres. We have a written lease for 1941 to 1945 with renewal clause. 
the same farm this year. 

. !Route 1 Childers· . 

Route 2 Talladega. 
(Present) 

It provides for ~4 shRre and/or $ •••••• annual cash rental payments. We will not operate 

PART II-ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUS LOANS 

TABLE A 

Operating 
Year' Loan Grant Balance E_stimated Actual in- Net worth 

due mcome come -
capital Amount Repay· 
to be deposited ment 

deposited 
---------------------·1-----1-----1---------------1-----1---·----------
1939 ________________________________________________ _.__________ $.553. 70 $20. 00 $253.70 $41. 25 $27. 79 ------------
1940.----------------------------------------------------------- 279. 65 99.65 ------------ 56, 77 ------- -- --- ------------

1-----1-----1 
Total __ .------------------------------------------------ 833. 35 119. 65 27.79 $805. 56 

PART Ill.-CROP, FOOD, AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION 

TABLE B.-Estimated production and d isposal of crops for co~ing year 

Acres Seed Fertilizers 
Crop 

Planned Planted Kind Amount Kind Amount 

Yields 

Acres Total 

Opera
tor's 
sh~re 

Home use 

Units Value 

$379. 25 
345.80 

725.05 

Units 

$73.25 
150.00 

223. 25 

For sale 

$260. 40 _ 
71.58 

.,Price Value 
---------1----1-------1---------------------------------

~~~~~~:: . .-:=::::: ~ :::::::::: ~or% 1i::::::::::: f ~~::::: f-:~~7::: ~~~ . ~~ · ~ ~g ~~ $~~: gg :::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: 
I. Pot____________ 74: ---------- Cobbler ___________ 2 bu _____ 4-1Q-7___ 200 120 30 30 30 18.00 ---------- ---------- ----------
P eas_ ____________ 1 Crowder __________ 1 bu _____ ---------- ---------- 8 24 18 10 12.50 ---------- ----- ----- ---- ------
Garden__________ 1 Home use 60.00 ----- ----- ---- ------ ----------
Peanuts_________ 1 Spanish ___________ 1 bu ____ _ 6-8-4____ 100 16 16 16 8 4.80 ---------- ---- ------ ----------
Oats_____________ (5) T . R . P ----------- 10 bu ____ ---------- 1, 942 -------- -- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------- --- ----------
Wheat.__________ (2) A. B. S ___________ 2 bu _____ ---------- 1, 942 ---------- ---------- -- --- -- --- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------
Grass ..•• ·-------- 5 Wild hay _________ ----------------------------- %T 2%T 1~f!T ---------- ---------- ------ ---- ---------- ----------
Soy B___________ 4 0-'l'oo-Tan ________ 60 lbs ... ---------- ---------- 4 4 3T ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- -- --------
Corn------------ 25 Mixed ____________ 2% bu ___ Soda____ 400 14 350 2, 625 36' 21.60 ---- - ---- - ---------- ----------
Cotton__________ 15 ---------- D.P. L ___________ 15 bu __ _ &-8-4.... 3,000 240 3, 600 2, 500 ---------- ---------- 2, 500 $0.08 $200.00 
c. s _______________________ ---------- -------------------- __________ --------·- ---------- 360 5, 400 6, 750 ---------- ---------- 2, 500 ::o. oo 25. oo 
A. W. Peas...... (8) ---------- A. W . P ---------- 150 Turn under ---------- ---------- --- ---~- -- ----------

. TotaL _____ ~-=== --------------·----- ---------- -~--------l----------1----------l----------l----------l---------- 158.90 ---------- ---------- 226. 00 
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TABLE C.-Production and disposal of livestock and livestock products 

Number 
Kind Will of pro-

We own Will buy produce ducing 
animals 

Produc
tion per 
animal 

Death 
loss Total ·Farm 

use 

Home use 

Units Value 

For sale 

Units Price Value 
___________ ..:....__!!-----------------------------------------

Work stock___________________________ 1 1 --- --- ---- -------- -- -------- -- ---------- 2 ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------
Hogs___ ____________ ___ ______________ _ 2 5 1 5 2 5 1 4 $48.00 ---------- ---------- ------ ----
Cows ... --------------------- -- ------- 1 1 1 1 -- ------ -- 2 ------- --- ---------- ---------- - --------- ---- ----- - ---- ------
Poultry____________________________ __ 10 12 88 22 4 ---------- ----- -- --- 20 68 20.40 -------- -- -- --- ----- ----------
Cream __________________ _: _____________ --------------------------- - -- -------- --- ----- ------------------- ----------- ------ ---- ------- -------------------------------------
Milk .•. ------------------------------ ---------- ---------- 360 1 360 ---------- 360 60 300 30.00 ---------- -- -------- ----------
Butter .. ------------------------------ ---------- ---------- ------- --- -------- -- -------- -- ---------- ------- --- ------- --- 105 21.00 - -------- - -- ---- ----· ----------
F,;ggs _________________________________ --------- - ---------- 110 22 5 ---------- 110 14 96 14.40 ---------- --------- - - ---------

TotaL __________________________ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- --------- - $133.80 ---------- -~- ------ - --~--- ----

Total All Oash Sales From Farm (tables Band C), $225.00. 

TABLE D.-Canned food 
Has pressure cooker. 

Containers on hand Quarts to be canned 

Pints Quarts BaH gal- Total Vege-
Standard for family 

Ions quarts tables Tom atoes Fruits Swf'ets Meats 'lotal Value 

---- ------------------------ ----
------------ 24 133 145 170 GO Wl 10 (25) 410 $60. 2.~ 765. 

Total valne food produced at home (tables B, C. and D) $352.95. 

TABLE E.-Feed to be consumed for 12-month period, ending Dec. 31, 1941 

Kind of livestock Number Feeding 
period 

Work stock------------------~-------------------- 2 10 
Sows _____ ----------------------------------:----- 1 10 
Other hogs __ ------------------------------------- 3 8 Cows __________ ---------------- _______________ ---- 1 10 
Poultry ___ ----------------- ---------------------- 22 10 Total feed needs __ ________________ ________________ ----------- - ------------
Amount on hand _________________________________ ------------ ------------
To be purchased .• ----------------------------- -- ------------ ------------

Total feed purchased $40. 
Landlord plans to furnish pasture. 
Operating capital being reduced within client's ability to repay. 

Corn 

120 
30 
45 
20 
15 

:130 
20.00 

' 40.00 

Oats Hay Cottonseed 
meal 

Pasture 

Acres Carrying
capacity 

============ ------2----- ------2~oo<> ============ ============ ----------:! -----------i 

============ ------~~~- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ============ ============ ----------r ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

PART IV.-FINANCIAL PLAN FOR COMING YEAR 

TABLE F.-Farm operating 

Total ex
. penses 

We can 
pay 

Paid from 
operating w~o~;~~ to 

capital 

Seed------------------------------- $27.00 $8. 00 ------------ $19.00 
Feed . . ----------------------------- 40.00 --------- --- ------------ 40.00 
Fertilizer__________________________ 52.20 --------- --- ------------ 52.20 
Threshing and ginning_____________ 25.00 25.00 ----------- - ------------
Recoroing fee______________________ 2. 00 ------------ ------------ 2. 00 
Rent ___ ______ ------------------ H-- ------- ----- ------------ ------------ --·------ ----
Machinery repairs.---------------- 8. 00 ----------- - ---------~-- 8. 00 
Machinery hire . ------------------- ------------ ------------ ------------ -----------
Hired labor------------------------ ------------ ---------~-- ------------ ------------
Taxes ano insurance _________ ------ ---------- -- ------------ -- ---------- ---------- --
Livestock expenses_____ ___________ _ 4. 00 ------------ ------------ 4. 00 

Total for farm _______________ _ 33.00 

TABLE G.--Cash living 

Item Total ex
penses 

Weean 
pay 

125.20 

Paid from We need to 
operating borrow 
capi~al 

Food.-----------=-------- ____ -----_ $61.00 (25.00)0 -----------
$16. OOE } 

$20.00 
25. OOE 

Clothing___________________________ 4.5. 00 (20. 00) G ------------ --·---------
PersonaL__________________________ 18. 00 18. OOE -·--·------- -----------· 
MedicaL____ ___ ___ _________________ 27.50 (27. 50) G ------·----- ------------
Household operation_______________ 8. 50 8. 50E ------------ -----------· 
Household upkeep _________________ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
Household furniture_______________ 6. 50 6. 50E ------------ ------------
Canning equipment ___ ------------ 11.50 (11. 50) G ------------ -----------· 
Education .- ----------------------- 12· 65 12. tl5E ------------ ------------

Total for home ______________ _ 190. 65 170.65 20.00 

TABLE H.--Capital goods for farm and home 

Item Total ex· 
penses 

We can We need to 
pay borrow 

Livestock, 1 mule_____ __ ________________________ $125. 00 ----------- - $125.00 
Machinery, 1 spool wire_ ---------- ------------- 4. 0(, ------------ 4. oo 
Household equipment_ _________________________ ---·-·------ ------------ -- ----- -----

brct~~b~~~~~r F-.-s~ -.(5 =:::=:=:=:=:=::: ==::::=: = = ====== ==== : ==== ===== := =======::::= 
Total capital goods ______________________ _ 

129. 00 ------------ 129.00 

TABLE I.-Financial summary-
RECEIPTS: 

Work _______________ ---------- __ _ ---------·------------------- $50. OOE 
'l'otal from farm (tables Band Cl----------------------------- 225. 00 
A. A. A . payment this year 194L-----------------·---------·- 112.00 U5. OOE 1940 rentaL _________________ _.________________ ________ _________ oO. 00 
Cash rep,ayment________________ _____________________ _________ 45. 12 
Work grant..------------------------------------------------- 84.00 

Total cash receipts ___ __ ---------------------------·-------------- __ 

EXPENSES: 
Operating capital deposit.----------------------·------------ $145. 20 
Amount due on F. S. A. loan this year_______________________ 54. 84 
We can pay (tables F, G, and H) ___ ---- --------------------- 203.65 Amount to be paid on past F. S. A. loans __________________ _._ 172.12 
Amount to be paid Corporation--------------------------------------

576.12 

Total expenditu.re's .•. ----·------------------------------------------ 575.81 -----
Balance_.-------••••••• --••••• --.--•••• --_.---.--- __ • __ •••••••••••• • 81 
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ITEM Total loan First 
year 

TABLE J.-Repayment schedule 

Second 
year 

Third 
year 

Fourth 
year 

Fifth 
year 

Sixth 
year 

Seventh 
year 

Eighth 
year 

Ninth 
year 

Tenth 
year 

-----------------1-·---·--------------------------------- -----------11----
Farm Security Administration loan 

this year: 
Capital (tables F and G) _______ _ 
Capitnl p;oods---·------------···-
Operating capital dr.posit_ ______ _ 

$145. 20 
129.00 

{274. 20) 

$29.04 
25.80 

145. 2(1 

$29.04 
25.80 

145. 20 

$29.04 
25.80 

145.20 

$29.04 
25.80 

145.20 

$29.04 
2..5. 80 

145. 20 

PART V.-FINANCIAL STATEMENT AS OF ----------------• ·19 ___ _ 

ASSETS LIARILtTJES 

Cash on hand _____ --------------~-------- $ _______ Growing crops ••••••• $ ______ _ 
To rna· Amount Total to Accounts receivable ___ ------------------· Seed._---·-------·--

Feed_-------_-------· 
ltcm. Unpaid 

balance ture this Datt due be paid 
R. E. and building> ( ____ a) ______________ _ year p~;~st due this year 

Machinery __ -··----·-------·-··---------· 
Small tools __ --------------~----------·--· 
Mules_-------------------------- No .•••• 
Cattle·-------------------------- No.---· 
Sheep __ .__----------------------- No.---
Sows __ -------------------------- No.---· 

Food on band _______ ; 

Household goods ••••• ' ·-------
Other---------------· 

------------1--------------------
Real estate liens: 

' ~~t---~======================== -~===::::: -~======== :::::::::: -~======== -~======== Liens, personal property: 

Taxes::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: ::::~::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: 
Judgment: ______________________ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------

Other bogs ______________________ No.---· ---------------------· Other_-------------------------- ---------- --------- - -- -------- ---------- ------- ---

PoultrY-------------------------- No . •••• 
.. 

'rotaL-------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------

Total assets ____ -------------------- $ ______ _ $ ______ _ Total liabilities _____________________ $ _______ _ Net worth _____________ $ _______ _ 

PART Vl.-REPOR'l' OF LAST YEAR'S BUSINESS 
Value of food on band last year was $64; is $34.70. 

j!t~~~!~t~JifE:~t~!~f1~~~:
1

:a;:t:~;;;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-$!~:~----~~~~~-igg~~r~~U~~t;t:riiii_=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-!~~~~~ 
Payment, other debts last year------------------------------------------------- ______ Income from other sources---------------------------------------------------- llO. 00 
Cash Jiving expenses last year-------------------------------------------------- 44. 88 

TotaL .• ___ ------------------------------------------- __________ ------- __ 150. 00 
TOTAL ___ --_----~-------------------------------------------------------- 150. 00 

Per acre yields last year were: Cotton 120 on 13 acres; Peanuts 20 on 1 acre; Tobacco ______ on ________ acres; Corn 8 on 16 acres; Hay 72 on 6 acres; Wbeat_ _____ on ____ acres; Oats 
______ on ____ __ acres. • 

Approved: 

I hereby certify the above statements to be correct. I have read, or have bad read to me, the above plan and I agree to operate my farm accordingly in crop rotation, so if-
building practices, and other necessary changes to be adjusted with an annual supplement for a period of 5 years. -
Applicant, Sandy Garrett; Homemaker, Lena Garrett. · Date 3- 5-11 
Approval Recommended: Rural Rehabilitation Supervisor, H. P. Hines. Date 3- 5-41 

Home Supervisor, Martha-B. Tinney. · Date 3- 5-41 
District Farm Supervisor, Boadman N. Ivey, Date 3-14-41 
District Home Supervisor, Sally V. Partricb. Date 3-14-41 

UNITED STATEs DEPART- sure to bring it to the Farm Security Ad- which shows that he received a work 
MENT oF AGRICULTURE, ministration Office and we will deposit it with grant of $94.70, also a loan that year of 

FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATioN, your loan check. This grant was necessary $182.33. The farm and home plan would 
Talladega, Ala., April 5, 1940. to balance your 1940 farm plan. not b~lance so the first year following 

SubJect: Grant. Sincerely yours, he was not required to make any pay-
To SANDY GARRETT, ROUTE 1, CHILDERSBURG, A. M. HoCUTT, Jr., 

ALA.: County Rural Rehabilitation Supervisor. ment. I ask that the table be printed in 
We have requested a grant for you in the 

amount of $99. You should receive this check 
within a few days. This check will come 
directly to you. When the check comes be 

CASE OF T. D. WILCOX, LINCOLN, ALA. 

Mr. BYRD. I present the farm and 
home plan ofT. D. Wilcox, Lincoln, Ala .• 

the RECORD at this point. 
There being no objection, the tablt: was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

From FSA 5-RR-14. 
For year 1940. 

FARM AND HOME PLAN ·case No. 1-61-31451 
Race: White. 

Type of loan: New____ Sup. x 
Std. x Coop.___ Subs. ___ _ 

PART I-PERSONAL DATA 

Name: T. D. Wilcox. Wife: Belle. Address:{L!ncoln, Ala., Route 1. 
Ages: Applicant, 57; wife, 55; boys, 14, 10, 7; girls, 19, 16. 
We are renter of 145 acres. We have a written lease for 1940 to 1!l41 without renewal clause. 

farm this year. 

Lmcoln, A1a., Route 1. 
It provides for 1,000 pounds lint cotton. We (will) (will not) operate the same 

Year 

PART II-ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUS LOANS 
TABLE A 

Grant Loan 
Operating d 

capital to be Amoupt a-
deposited posited 

Repay
ment 

Balance 
due 

Estimated 
income 

1939.---------------------------------------------------------- $515.00 $268. 00 $106. 35 ------------ $515.00 $415. 50 $204.85 $215. 50 

Crop 

Cane __________ _ 

*1 Pot __ ---------S. Pot_ ________ _ 
Peas ____ _______ _ 

*Garden ________ _ 
*Peanuts"-------
*Oats ____ ------ __ 
~soy Beans _____ _ 
*Cotton _________ _ 

C. S. ----··-···-
Corn __ ---------

Total. ____ _ 

Acres 

Planned Planted 

PART lll.-CROP, FOOD,. AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION 
TABLE B.-Estimated production and disposal of erops jar coming year 

Seed Fertilizers 

Kind Amount Kind Amount 

Yields 

Acres Total 

Opera
tor's 
share 

Home use 

Units Value 

For sale 

Units Price. Value 
---·-----1----- -------------------------------------.--

H1 ---------- Ga. R. C __________ 1 gaL ___ 6-8-4____ 100 80 40 40 40 $12.00 ---------- ---------- ----------
J.i ---------- Cobbler ___________ 1 sk _____ 6-8-4____ 100 60 15 15 15 9. 00 ---------- ---------- ----------
~~ ---------- Porto R.__________ 1 bu _____ 6-8-4____ 100 £0 40 40 40 20.00 ---------- ---------- ----------
}~ ---------- Table. ____________ 72 bu ____ ---------- ---------- 6 3 3 3 10.80 ---------- ---------- ----------
:!/:! ---------- Home use _________ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------- --- -- ------ -- 40.00 -------- -- ---------- ----------
Y2 ---------- Spanish___________ 1 bu ___ __ ---------- ---------- 20 10 10 10 6. 00 ---------- ---------- ----------

5 R. P -------------- 10 bu ____ ---------- __ ------- - 1, COO 5, COO 5, 000 ---------- ---------- ---------- ____________ --------
4 0-too-tan _________ 1 bu _____ ----- ----------- ---- 1,500 6,000 6,000 ------------------------- ----- ---------- ----------
14 ---------- D.P. L ___________ 12bu ____ 6-8-4____ 4,000 230 3,220 2,220 ---------- ---------- 2,220. $0.08 $177.60 

(14) ---------- ---- ---- ---- ---------------------------- ------- --- 350 4, £00 4,900 ---------- ---------- 4, £00 20.00 49.00E 
20 ---------- Hastings __________ 3 bu _____ soda____ 600 15 300 300 18 10. 80 -- -------- ---------- ----------

45U ---------- -------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 108.60 ---------- ---------- 226.60 
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Kind 

TABLE C.-Production a1~d disposal of livesrock and livestock products 

Number PToduc-
·w e owu W ill.buy W d1~g~o- of pro- it ion per 

~~I~fs animal 

Death 
loss Total Fru-m 

use 

Home use 

•untts Vaiuo 

For sale 

'Units Price 

--------------------------·l-----------------------------------l--------l--------l--------l--------l--------~------·1-------

Value 

Work stock___________________________ 2 --------- - ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 2 ---------- ---------- --- - ------ ---------- ---------- ----------

~~Ws~~=========================:::::: --------1- -- ------~- ::::::::~: :::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: i ----2 400 $24.00 ---------, ---------- ----------
Poultry______________________________ ~5 ---------- 175 :35 5 35 175 ---- -- -------?i- ----2i5ii- :::::::::: :::::~==~= ~~=~:::::: 
Cr.eam _______________ ~--------------- ---------- --------- - ---------- ------- --- ---------- ---------- ------ ---· ---------· --------- - ---------- --------- - ---------- ------ ----
l\1ilk_________________________________ 1 -------.--- ---------- 1 250 ---------- 250 50 200 40.00 ---------- --------- - --- -------
Butter________________________________ 1 ---------- 75 1. 75 ---------- 75 75 lb . ---------- --------- - --- ~-----· ---- ------
Eggs_________________________________ 35 ---------- 175 "35 5 ---------- 175 15 140 28. "00 20 $20 ~4. OOE 
-------------- -·----------·----------- -----~---- ---------- ---------- ............................................ .. ..... ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------
------------ ----·-----·-----:.---------- ---------- ............................................................................... --- ---.--- - .......... 4 ............ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- --.---- ... --- ----------

TotaL------~------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------ ---- ~---------- ---------- 114. 50 4. 00 

Total all cash sales from farm (tahllo'.s B and C) $230.GO. 

TABLE D.--Canned food 

Containers on .hand Quarts to be canned 

Half Total v".\''~~l furt• 
Pints Quarts .glillons ~ll&"ts tal>les 

------------ ---------- .............................. 222 HlO BO 72 

Total value food producerl at home (tables B, C, and D), ~57.SO. 
Will buy pressure cooker. 

siandard for ram iJ.Y 

Sweets Moats Total Value , 

(20) 242 $34. 70 595. 

T.ARLE E.--Fee.d to be consu:ned jor 12-rnonth periodJ ending Dec. 1~ 194() 

Ki.nd .Gi U~iestock Feecling 
per'iod Corn Oats Bay Cottom;ood 

meal 

Pastur-e 

.Acres Cac.rying 
capacity 

Work stock.-------------------------------------- 2 10 100 ------------ 4T ----------- -- -------- -- ------------ 50 P 
Sows.--------------------------------------------------------- ----------------- -------- --------------------- -- ---------------------------------- ------------------------
Other hogs .. ------------------------------------- 2 8 20 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ -------------- -- --------
Cows.------------------------------------------ -- 1 10 20 -- ---------- 2T 1..,000 lbs. ------------ ------------ - ------------- ----------
Poultry- --- -------------------------------------- 35 range ----------- - ------------ ------------ --- ----- - --- -- ---------- ------------ -- ------------ ----------
Total feed needs .------~-------------------------- -- ------- --- ------ ------ 140 ------------ -- -------- -- ---------- __ ..; ________ ---------- - ------------- ------- ---

~~b~~~~~~=--~=:::::::~::::::::::::::::::::: : : :~::::::::~ ~ :::::: ::::: -----$7.~oo- :::::::::::= ~::::::::::: ---$i6~oo"E- :::::::::::: :::::::::::: : :::~::::::::~ :::::::::: 

Total feed purchased, $90. 
Operating capital decreased because he rooewed grants. 

PART IV.--FIINANCIAL PLAN FOR COMING YEAR 

TABLE F.-Farm operating 

Item Total 
e~:penser 

Paid from We need to 
We can pay operatmg borrow 

capita1 

Seed·------------------------------ t-30. 00 $9. OOE $21.00 --- ------
Feed.-- ---------------------------- 90.00 16. OOE --------- --- ---$74 .00 
Fertilizer____________ ______________ 70.70 ----- ----·-- ------------ 70.70 
Threshing ~d ginning_____________ 21.00 21. OOE ------•----- ------------
Recording fee_____________________ 4. 00 ------------ 4. 00 ------------
Rent. .. ____________________ 1, 000# __ ------ ______ ------------ ------- -- ___ ------------
Machinery repairs.---------------- 5. 00 ------------ 3.i)0 -----------
Machinery hire ____________________ ------------ ------------ ------------ - --- --------
Hired labor ___________ _____________ -------------------- ---- ------------------------
Taxes and insurance ___________ ..:__ 3. 00 3 .. OO.E ---------- -----------
Livestock expenses----- ------------ ------------ -----------~ --------- --- ------------
Vet. Ser_____________ ______________ 5.-00 ------------ .37 4.fo3 
Lien Search__________ _______ ______ L 00 ------------ ------------ 1. 00 
Pigs------.---------- ---------------- 6. 00 ------------ 6. 00 ----------- -

Total for farm _______________ _ 235. iO 49. OOE 30.37 150.33 

TABLE G.-Cash living · 

Item 
T<>tal Paid from W.eneed to 
pe We can pay operaiiug borrom 

ex nses capital n 

--------------------------·1--------i----------l-·---------------
Food------------------------------- $45.00 { s<g: ~) ----------- ------------
Clothin!l:--------------------------- "32. 00 10. UOE ----------- - ------------
PerscnaL---------- ---------------- ------- _____ ____________ ------------ ___ ---------
Medical___________________________ 17.00 (17. 00) ------------ ------------
Houscholcl operation_______________ 10. 00 10. OOE ------------ ------------
Household upkrop ________________ - --------- -- --- ------ --- ___________ _. ------------
"Household furniture____________ ___ · 5. 00 (5. OOG) ------------ ------------

id~~!ti~~~~~~~~-t~=:::::::::::::: 1g: b8 ig:~~~) ============ ============ 
Total for home ______________ _ 124. 70 124. 70 

TABLE H.-capital goods for {c.rm and home 

ltem 

TABLE I.--Finan.ci«l summary 
RECEIPTS: 

Total from farm (tables B and C>----------------------------- $230. 60 
AAA IJ)ayment this year 1940----------------------------------- 76. 00 830. OOE 

*ag~k r~z~~~~~ ;~~~~~= ~=~ == =~ ====== == =~ ===~ :: == ~=~= ~~======== . Z!: i~ 
Total cash receipts--------------------------------------------------- 476.44 

EXl'ENSES: 
Operating capitalr<lepQSit. _____________________________________ $186.70 

Amount due on FSA loan this year. ... ------------------------ 36. 46 
W~ can pay (tsbies I<', G, and H L ----------------------------- 173.70 
Amoount to be paid Qn past FSA loans_________________________ 7a.1-4 
Amount to be paid Corporation________________________________ --- -- -

'l\otal <e~Cpenditures _______________________ ------------ _____ ____ ------ 472. 00 

Balance ___ _____ ---- ____ -------- ____________ ·------------------------- 4. 44 
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TABLE J.-Repayment Schedule 

Item Total loan First y<'ar · Second year Third year Fourth year · Fifth year Sixth year Seventh 
year 

Eighth 
year Nint h year Tenth year 

F. 8. A. loan th i~ year: 
Capital (tahle.• F and G)_------- $150. 33 ------------
Capital goods _____ ___ __ __________ 32.00 ---- -- -- - -- -
Operating capit al dcpoFit .••••••. ------------ ~268. 00 

~30. 06 
6. 40 

. 186.70 

$30.06 
6. 40 

186.70 

$30. 06 
6. 4.0 

186. 70 . 

$30.06 
6. 40 

186. 70 

$30. O!J •••••••••••. ------------ --- - -------- -····-······ 
6. 40 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

PART V.-FINANCIAL STATEMENT As OF :..---------------• 19 ___ _ 

ASSETS LIABILITIES 
Cash repayment ~i5. 14 

CAsh on band .: __ -- -------------------- $111. 51 Growing crops __________ _ 
Accoun ts receivahle ..• _ -------------- Seed._.----------------~-

$20. oc 
··-ao~oo 

51.90 
50.00 

Items 
Unpaid To rna- Am t Total to 
balance· ture th.is Date due pasto~~e .be . paid R. E . and buildings ( . • a) _____________ --- ----- Feed _____ _______________ _ year this year 

M achinery_- ---- - ---------------- ---- 35.00 Food ori band ___________ _ 
Small tools__ _______ ______________ ____ 6. 00 · Household goods .•••••••• -----------------------·1------1--------1-------------------
Mules. --------------------- No. 2.. 200. 00 Other---------------· •.•• Real estate liens: 
Cattle__ _____ _______________ No. L. 30. 00 1st. ___ ________ ______________ ---------- ---------- --------- - ---------- ----------
Sheep________ _______________ No . • --· -------------------------- 2d __________ ____ _____ ________ - --------- ---------- ---------- --------- - ------- - --
Sows ___ ---- ------------ ---- No __ __ _ -------------------------- Liens, personal property: · 
Other hogs_ __ ______________ No ____ _ 
Poultry ____________________ No. 35. 10. 50 F SA •• -------- - ---------- - - ~ $515. 00 $60. 60 12-31~40 ---------- $60. 60 

Int .. ------------------- - -··- 14. 54 14.54 1?-31- 40 ---------- 14.54 
Taxes ____ _____________________ __ ------------------- - ------- - -- ---------- ------ ----
Judgments _____________________ _ ---------- ---------- --------- - ----·----- -------- --

To tal asset s .••• ____ ._ ~ ._ •••••• __ ••.••• _._.-- •• ----•••• _ •• _. __ ._ ••• _ ••• 544.91 Other ___ _____ .:~ - - --------------- --------- - ---------- ---------- ---- -- ---- -------- --

T otaL . _______ _________ ___ 529. 54 ---- -- -- - - x .x , x __________ 75. 14 

Total liabilities . .•• : •••••• : ______ 529.54 Net worth __ ___________________ 15. 37 

PART Vl.-REPORT OF LAST YEAR'S BUSINESS 

Value of food on hand last year was $50; now $51.90. • ~ • . Estimated Actual_ 
'TotAl estimated and actual income last year ..•....•.•••••••• :: •••••••••• •------------------------------------------------------------------------- - -------- ~ --- - $41 5. 50 $204. 8~ 

F arm operating expenses last year. ---------------- ------------·-··------------ · $231. 00 Income from crops last year ______ _____ : ·-------------------- -- --------------· 124. 85 
fncome from livestock last year ••• ------- ~ ----------- - -------------------- : . ___ ___ _ Payment of F. 8. A . Joan last year~-------~----------·---- l _. :. ___________ · •••• :. . 60. 60 · 

P ayment other debts last year._-------------------------------------- -- --------- - ___ _ Income from other sources~ ----------------------------------------------- - -- 80. 00 
Cash li>ing expenses last year ..•• -------------------------------------------·· 45. CO 

TotaL __ --------------- ~ -------------------------------------- 415. 50 2.04. 85 
TotaL __ __ ____ ---------------=··········---2·--------------------------- 336. 60 

rer•acrc yields last year were: Cotton 2 on 14 acres, peanqts ------on------ acres, tobacco · ~ ----- on---":: acres, ~o~n 20 on 10 acres, ti~y ------ on .------ acres, wheat-------
on - --- -- acres, oats------ on _____ _ acres. . 

I hereby certify the above statements -to be correct. 1 havr read, or have bad read to me, t he above plan and I agree to operate my farm accord ingly in crop rotation, soil· 
building practices, and other necessary changes to be adjusted with an annual supplement for a period of 5 years. . · 
Applican t: T. D . Wilcox; Homemaker : Belle. Date 12-27-39 
Approval recommended: Rutal rehabilitation supervisor: M. E. Bishop. D ate 12-27- 39 

Home supervisor: Lillian B. Jenkins. D ate 12-27-39 
Approved: District farm supervisor: A. A. H ester. Date 12- ·2-40 

District home supervisor: Rubye N . Brook. D ate 2- 2- 40 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I desire to 
present to the Senate a comparison of the 
work done by the Farm Credit Adminis
tration with respect to loans made with 
that of the Farm Security Administra
tion: 

APRIL 28, 1942. 
For a great many years the Farm Credit 

Administration, through its Emergency Crop 
and Feed Loan Section, has been making 
loans to low· income farmers who cannot ob
tain credit elsewhere without building up an 
enormous· bureaucracy or imposing extreme 
controls over its borrowers. This is in striking 
contrast to the enonnous cost and the ex
treme controls over borrowers imposed by the 
Farm Security Administration, through its 
rural rehabilitation loan program. 

Bot h agencies loan money to low-income 
farmers who are unable to obtain credit else
where . It is interesting to compare the record 
of these two agencies. 

The Farm Credit Administration, through 
its Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Section, 
from 1929 through 1941 made a total of 
3,604,637 crop and feed loans aggregating 
$405,282 ,820 The Farm Security Administra
tion, up through June 30, 1941, had made a 
total of 1,856 ,275 loan agreements, aggregating 
a total of $564,051 ,844 (p. 279, House bearings 
on 1943 Agricultural appropriation bill). 

Up to December 31, 1941, the Farm Credit 
Administrat ion bad collected 2,468,064 of these 
loans, and a total amount of principal repaid 
amounted to $289,743 ,680, or a total of 71.5 
percent of the total amount of principal that 
was loaned. The Farm Security Administra-

tion, as of June 30, 1941, . had collected 
$180,964,361, which represented 32 percent of 
the_<total principal loaned. (Data-from table 
submitted by the Farm Security Administra
tion, House hearings, 19'43 Agricultural appro
priation bill p. 282 .) · 

The Crop and Feed Loan Section of the 
Farm Credit Administration on December 31, 
1941, was serving a total of 1,136,573 loans 
outstanding, amounting to $115,539,140. The 
Farm Security Administration, according to 
the testimony of Administrator Baldwin be-

. fore the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expendi
tures, in January 1942 had approximately 
759 ,000 rural rehabilitation loans outstand
ing. 

The difference in cost of handling the pro
grams of these two organizations is very 
striking. The Farm Credit Administration, 
which is servicing 1,136,573 crop and feed loans 
to low-income farmers, in 1941 had only 1,300 
employees all told , at a total yearly expense 
of $3 ,618,692, and the average number of un
paid loans per employee was 1,164. its average 
yearly cost per unpaid loan was $2.39, and the 
average number of loans services per field 
supervisor was 3,170. 

In striking contrast, the Farm Security Ad
ministration employed a total of 18,382 em
ployees at a total cost of $32,205,167. 

COLOSSAL EXPENDITURES FOR TRAVEL 

Mr. President, I now wish to direct at
tention to the travel expenses of the 
Farm Security Administration. 

The 1943 Budget allowed the F. S. A. 
$5,290,000 for travel expenses in .connec-

tion with its program of loans, grants, 
and rural rehabilitation, compared to ex
penditures of $3 ,950,786 for this purpose 
in 1940, an increase of 34 percent. 

The total amount to the F. S. A. allow€d 
for travel by the 1943 Budget in connec~ 
tion with all of its activities amounted 
to $7,414,024, compared to $5,796,495, or 
28 percent more than was expended in 
1940. 

The 1943 Budget allowance of $7,414,-
024 to the F. S. A. for travel expenditures 
amounted to nearly one-half of the total 
funds allowed to the entire Department 
of Agriculture for travel expenses, -aggre
gating $16,595,435. 

The House of Representatives re
stricted the total expenditures for travel 
in the Department of Agriculture to not 
to exceed $8,000,000, which will bring 
about a very substantial saving to the 
Treasury and to the American people. 

The estimate of traveling expenses for 
the Farm Security in 1942 is seven and a 
half million dollars. The actual ex
penses in 1941 amounted to $6,742,000. I 
ask that the table be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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Expenditures kor travel, Farm Security Administration 

1943 Budget Estimate, 
1942 Actual, 1941 Actual, 1940 

Farm-tenancy program__ ________________________________ 583,246 627,500 537,389 417,418 
Liquidation and management of resettlement projects____ 55,182 89,725 194,825 219,484 
Loans, grants, and rural rehabilitation.------------------- 5, 290,000 5, 291,900 4, 825,226 3, 950,786 

424,290 339, 9i7 387,952 Farm-debt adjustment_________________ __________________ 315,000 
13,797 Rural-rehabilitation: projects, including technical services. 6, 350 llJ 950 32,003 

Migratory-labor c}lmps_ __ ___ ________ ______ _____ ____ ______ 149,300 
Water-utilization projects, including technical services___ 57,280 

118,000 89,041 76,500 
57,935 49,043 46, 143 

Administration__________ _____ _______ _________ __ ______ ___ 695,750 694,750 610,886 574, 112 
Emergency fund for Pre~ident, defense housing, tem-

porary shelters __ ___ ________ ______ ___ ____ _____ ____ ___ ___ 58,508 
Payments in lieu of taxes and for operation and main-

40,544 
_____ .. ________ ............................... 

tenance of resettlement projects____ ___ ___ ______________ 135,908 
State Rural Rehabilitation Corporation funds--~--------- 67,500 

103,820 16, 313 3, 756 
67,500 66, 128 88,341 

1----------11--------
Total. __ ------------------------------------------~ 7, 414, 024 7, 527,914 6, 742,625 5, 796,495 

Mr. BYRD. I further ask that another 
report of the committee entitled "Enor
mous Increase in Expenditures Despite 
Reduced Need," be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ENORMOUS INCREASE IN EXPENDITURES DESPITE 

REDUCED NEED 

Despite the fact that farm income in 1942 
will likely reach the highest levels since 1919 
and the need for relief assistance such as 
that provided by the Farm Security Admin
istration has largely disappeared, this agency 
is seeking a large increaEe in the number of 
its permanent employees and in the expendi
tures for this purpose, as well as a large in
crease in funds for loans to farmers. 

The Bureau of the Budget evidently recog
nized the decreased need for rural rehabilita
tion loans when it prepared the 1943 Budget, 
as it reduced the funds for loans to $75,000,000 
compared to $120,000,000 in 1942, and com-

pared with actual expenditures of $98,211,022 
for loans in "1940. Certainly no one could 
properly contend that the need for relief 
assistance of this kind is greater now than 
it was in 1940. Yet the 1943 Budget pro
posed to allow the Farm Security Adminis
tration a total of $18,705,623 for home and 
farm management services compared to $11,-
871,196 for this purpose in 1940--an increase 
of approximately 60 percent in the expendi
tures for this purpose. 

Similarly -the 1943 Budget allows a total 
of $12,533,204 for expenditures by the Farm 
Security Administration for investigations of 
applications for making, collecting, and 
servicing loans and grants compared to ex
penditures of $7,431,543 for this purpose in 
1940--an increase of about 16 percent for 
1943 as compared to 1940. 

SIX-YEAR RECORD 

During the period of April 8, 1935, to De
ceber 31, 1942, the Farm Security Administra
tion loaned a total of $576,765,183.52 and 
expended for personal services, supplies and 
materials, rentals, communication, travel, 
transportation of things, printing and bind
ing, advertising, heat, light, and other mis
cellaneous expenditures, a total of $275.861,-

889 .27. In addition, the Farm Security Ad
ministration expended a total of $42,368,162.35 
for land acquisition, $13,987,011.76 for con
struction, maintenance, and repair contracts, 
$11,379,781.44 for equipment purchases. 
Thesi constitute expenditures made by the 
Farm Security Administration out of funds 
appropriated under the Emergency R:;lie.f 
Appropriation Acts from their inception April 
8, 1935, to December 31, 1941, and do not in
clude expenditures made since July 1, 1911, 
when the appropriations for Farm Security 
Administration were placed under the De
partment of Agriculture appropriations . 

The foregoing figures cover a 6-year period 
of expe&es and loans, which nec:::ssarily in
clude the cost of servicing outstanding loans . 
as well as making new loans during this 
6-year period. 

The 1943 Budget allows a total of 13 .821 
permanent field employees at a c:::st of $24,-
070,064 compared to 9,686 permanent field 
employees at a cost of $14,043,740 in the year 
1940. Thus the :Budget for 1943 allows 43 
perc;ent more permanent field emp:oyees ancl 
71 percent more expenditures for this J:U: 
pose than in 1940, yet the total number of 
clients to be served in 1943 should be very 
much reduced below 1940, if assistance is 
restricted' to legitimate need. 

In the fiscal year 1940 the Farm S:::curity 
Administration had 1,077 employees in its 
Washington office, 3,497 employees in its 12 
regional offices, 437 employees in its 42 State 
offices, 554 employees in its 222 district offices 
within the StatES, and 8,825 employeEs in its 
2;097 county offices. These employees were 
engaged in the Rural Rehabilitation program 
.and does not represent a complete roster of 
employees. 

The 1943 Budget allows a total of 19,4<18 
permanent field employees at a ·cost of $S4,-
131,375 compared to 14,586 permanent field 
employees in 1940 at a cost of $22,119,347. 

The total expenses for personal services, 
travel, and all other purposes except loans 
and grants, which are allowed in the 1943 
Budget, amount to $44,346,282. 

Consolidated schedute ot obligations under "Loans, grants, and rural rehabilitation" 

Obligations 

By projects or functions 
Estimate, 

194.3 

1. Rural-rehabilitation loans, Farm Security Administration·-------------------------------------------------------- $73.580,000 
2. Rural-rehabilitation grants, Farm .Security Administration __ ------------------------------------------------------ 9, 850, 000 
8. Rural-rehabilitation services: • 

(a) Farm and homo managemPnt assistance: 

Estimate, 
1942 

$118, 150, 000 
17, 745,939 

Farm Security Administration·---------------------- -------------------------------------------------- 18, 705,623 18; 557,418 
Forest Service. _----- - -- --- ___ ------ ------ --- ----- __ ----------- ------ ------ - _--- -- __ -- - -------------___ 8, 182 8, 182 

(b) Inv~s~igati<:m of applications, and making, collecting, and servicing loans and grants: Farm Security Ad-
mmistratlOn. __ ___ ____________ ___ ___ _ ------ ----- _ ---- ------------------------------------ ______ ---------- 12, [>33, 204 J 2, 4.34, 400 

4. Farm-debt adjustment, Farm Security Administration __ ---------------------------------------------------------- l, 796, 580 2, 400, 000 
6. Rural-rehabilitation projects, including technical services: 

(a) Improvements to existing projects: Farm Security Administration.-------- ------------------------------ -- 275,000 350,000 
(b) Special and work relief projects: Farm Security Administration ---------------------------------------- --- 75,000 250,000 

tl. Migratory-labor camps: 
(a) Operat ions, maintenance, and managemont: Farm Security Administration ..• ---------------------------- 2, 766,565 1, 907,000 
(b) Development and construction: Farm Security Administration·------------- ----------------------- ------- 733, 435 3, 093,000 

7. Water -utilization projects, including technical services: 

Actual, 1!l41 

$124, 219, 670 
17,114, 144 

14, 713,962 
5, 476 

9, 546, 486 
1, 7i7, 000 

335, 180 
168.915 

1, 396, 193 
3,191, 64S 

Farm Security Administration________________________________________________________________________________ 1, 810,000 2, 270,000 1, 117,050 
Soil Conservation Service. _- -- - - - ~ - - __ -- - ----------------------------------------------------------- ----- ------ ---- --- _ __ _ _ __ 240, 000 340, 909 

8. Administration: Farm Security Administration_------------------------------------------------------------------ 7, 202, 693 7, 159, 500 6, 596, 620 

Actual, 1940 

$97, 676, 025 
24,053, 985 

11,871,196 
4,192 

7, 431.543 
1, !l02, 933 

748, 224 
241,628 

5,010, 733 

829,970 
790, 158 

6, 509,823 
9. Reimbursements for work done for other bureaus and agencies----------------------------------------------------- 60, 000 60, 000 23,484 ------------ --

l-----------l-----------l----------1 . 
Grand total obligatioos. ______ ______ ______ __ ___________ -------------------------------------------------------- 129, 396, 282 184, 625, 439 180, 546, 737 157, 797, 664 

Reimbursements for work done for other bureaus and agencios------- ------------ ------------------------------------- -60,000 -60,000 -23, 484 
1-----------1----------1 

Net total obligations.------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------- 129, 33~. 282 184,565,439 180,523,253 

Expenditures tor permanent field employees, Farm Security Administration 

Budget, 1S43 Estimate, l!l42 Actual, 1941 Actual, 194.0 

Number Number Number Number 
of em- Expense of em- Expense ofcm Expense of em- Expense 

ployees ployees ployees ployees 
------- -------- ------

Farm-tenancy progrB.l1l ______ ______ _____ _ . _____ --- -------------------------------- 507 $1, 102, £02 556 $1,205, 771 622 $1,223, 880 495 $923,635 
Liquidation and management of resettlement projects ____ ------------------------ - 79 164, 572 147 321, 052 443 883, 640 589 1, 077,891 
Loans, !!rant~. anu rural rehabilitation·-------------------------------------------- 13,821 24,070,064 13,887 23, ()06, 070 11,622 18, 04fi, Oi4 !J, fi85 14,043,74.0 
Farm-rlel:i t adjustment ___ __ ____ __ ---- - ------- ________ ---------------------------- 040 1,148, 3fi5 906 1, 549,205 749 l, 254.020 861 1, 335,660 
Rural-rehabilitation projects. including technical services.-----------·-·····------- 13 28, 120 16 29,401 22 40,957 74 127,304 
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Expenditures for permanent field employees, Farm SecuTity Administration-Continued 

Budget, 1!l43 Estimate, 1!l42 Actual, 1!l41 Actual, 1!l40. 

Number Number Number 
of em
ployees 

Expense of em- Expense 
ployecs 

of em- · Expense 
ployees 

umber 
of em

ployees 
Expense 

Migratory labor camps __ _______________________ .,.. __________________________________ _ 
Water utilization projects, including technical services------------·-----------------Administration _____ ___ _____________ ____ -'-- ______________________ ------ ___________ _ 
Water conservation ___ __ __________________________________________________________ _ 
Emergency fund for President, defense housing, temporary shelters ______________ _ 
Payments in lieu of taxes and for operation and maintenance of resettlement projects_ 
State rural rehabilitation corporation funds.---------------------------------------

TotaL __ ---------------------------------------------------------------------

781 $1,355,990 
94 175,860 

2, 080 3, 702,654 
185 32fi, 392 
605 810,685 
514 945, 5.51 
159 300,420 

----l-----1 
19,448 34, 131, 375 

548 $947,593 
96 176, 359 

2, OG1 3, 629,898 
101 177, 295 
433 557,938 
440 791,252 
164 312, 717 

19, 355 33, 604, 551 

---- ~ · 

399 ~672, 026 225 $391,944 
100 150,609 85 128,990 

2, 017 3, 262,377 2,181 3, 453, 725 
---------- ------------ ---------- ------------

.8 1, 116 ---------- ------------
230 371, 719 173 279,806 
182 332, 199 217 356, 6.';2 

IG, 38G. 8 26, 238, 617 14, 586 22, 119.347 

Source: The Budget of the U.S. Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943, and for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1942. 

HOW RURAL REHABILITATION MONEY HAS BEEN 
SPENT 

The following table, taken from Treasury 
reports, indicates how much money was 
loaned or given away in the Rural Rehabili
tation program of Farm Security :Administra
tion and •its precedessor agencies from April 
8, 1935, to December 31, 1941, and how much 
has been spent in administration: 
An aggregate, according to 

the rural-rehabilitation
loan program princip~l 
account has been loaned 
in the sum oL __________ $576, 765, 183. 52 · 

During this same period 
there . were grants to indi-
viduals in the sum oL___ 137, 326, 848. 00 

Total _______________ _ 

During this period from 
· Apr. 8, 1935, to December 

31, 1941, the following 
funds have been expended 
by Farm Security Admin
istration for purposes 
other than loans or grants 
to farmers (excluding ex
penditures from July 1, 
1941, to date) : 

Farm Security Admin
istration personneL. 

Supplies and materials. 
Rentals for equipment, 

buildings, and land __ 
Communication _______ _ 
Travel, including sub

sistence------------
T r a n s p o r t a t ion of 
things------------~-

Printing and binding __ 
Advertising ___________ _ 
Heat, light, power, wat-

er, and electricity ___ _ 
Miscellaneous----------

Pay-roll and operat-

714, 092, 031. 52 

198,022,826.66 
30,864,896.60 

9,452,394.59 
2,356,486.18 

28,769,439.19 

1,323,869.21 
1,844, 304.53 

20,914. 83 

759,385.4'1 
2,447,372.01 

ing costs __________ 275, 861,889. 27 

This record shows that it cost the Govern
ment $275,861,889.27 to carry on the Farm 
Security Administration anp. its predecessor 
agencies in nearly 7 years while malcing re
habilitation loans and grants of $714,092,-
031.52. Can the results obtained · possibly 
justify the continuance of such huge appro
priations? Under the terms of the Budget 
for 1943, the Farm Security Administration 
would have had available for administrative 
expenses, roughly, $1 for nearly every $2 to be 
loaned or given away. 

Source: Compiled from report of the Presi
dent of the United States to the Congress, 
showing the status of funds and appropria
tions under the Emergency Relief Appropria
tion Acts for the fiscal years 1935- 42, inclu
sive, as of December 31, 1941, VIll-E, page 
211, and table I, page 480, covering rural re
habilitation loan program, principal account, 
status of loans receivable as of December 27, 
1941. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Pres:dent, I ask to 
have another report inserted in the REc
ORD, with respect to the complete control 
and regimentation of client_s. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
COMPLETE CONTROL AND REGIMENTATION OF 

CLIENTS 

Information and &upporting evidence was 
presented to the Joint Committee on Reduc
tion of ITonessential Expenditures showing 
that the Farm Security Administration has 
organized its program of loans and grants in 
such a way that Farm Security Administr'a
tion employees exercise rigid control of the 
business and farming plans and even the 
home mana5ement of their clients. The ex
treme extent to which this control is exer
cised tends to destroy the initiative and self
respect of the clients. The clients themselves 
frequently complain bitterly about this ex
treme regimentation. 

This attempt · to r~gulate in the minutest 
detail all the farming and home operations 
of clien~s. is one of the main reasons why this 
program is so extremely costly. The 1943 
Budget proposes to allow and the Senate com
mittee has approved sufficient funds to pro
vide over $38,000,000 for three items alone in 
-connection with the rural rehabilitation pro
gram-$18,705,623 for farm and home manage
ment assistance, $12,533,204 for investigation 
of applications, making, collecting, and serv
icing loans and grants, and $7,202,693 for 
"Administration." 

The Farm Security Administration has or
ganiz-ed all its programs insofar as possible, 
so as to get the maximum number of clients 
under this minute supervision and control. 
This so-called farm and home management 
service is not only applied to rural rehabilita
tion clients but also to tenant purchase 
clients, and to clients on the so-called reset
tlement projects, and more recently, it is 
being applied to clients on the so-called relo
cation projects where families displaced by 
defense projects are being relocated by Farm 
Security Administration. 

The Farm Security Administration seeks 
to justify this because these loans are usually 
made to low-income farmers. The record of 
the Crop and Feed Loan Division of the Farm 
Credit Division which has been engaged in 
making loans to low-income farmers who 
could not obtain credit elsewhere, disproves 
this argument. This agency with only a 
small staff of about 1,400 employees and ex
pending only about $3,500,000 all told, is 
servicing twice as many loans outstanding 
as the Farm Security Administration with 
its more than 16,000 emplOyees and expend
ing over $38,000,000 for rural rehabili~ation, 
and its collection record is equally as good 
if not better. (See examples of regimentation 
attached.) 

EXAMPLE3 OF REGIMENTATION OF CLIENTS BY 

FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

In Mississippi Mr. William c. Carr, an in
. vestigator employed by the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, reported: 

"They (clients) are told where to keep their 
bank accounts. They are not allowed to get 
a bank statement or to get their canceled 
checks. A number of clients have received 
bills from the Farin Security Administration. 
Sometimes they receive two or three with 
the same date but calling for different. 
amounts ." (P_ 820, Hearings, joint com
mittee.) 

In Alabama Mr. Carr reported: 
"Clients have no knowledge of their finan

cial standing. Cancelled checks are picked 
up in the bank and kept in the Farm Security 
Administration office as is the client's bank 
statement." 

One client moved off the Transylvania farm 
. (Arkansas) because the Farm Security Ad
ministration refused to permit him to keep a 
calf which was given to his little daughter by 
her grandfatt.er. It was their contention 
that this calf was subject to mortgage as an 
asset of his, and he contended that the calf 
was given to his daughter, that it was her 
personal property and the Farm Security Ad
ministration did not have anything to do 
with it. · 

Another ca.Se in Arkansas was that of a 
client who, after picking his o·wn cotton and 
having no 'VOrk to do on his farm, went out 
and picked cotton for a private landowner 
for which he was paid a wage. His sole pur
pose in doing this was to bolster his income 
in order that he might pay off his indebted
ness and provide better conditions for his 
family. The Farm Security Administration 
stopped him from doing this outside work. 
(P. 828, Hearings, joint committee.) 

- cASE OF A. P . ROBINSON, LOWNDES COUNTY, ALA. 

Mr. A. P. Robinson, Lowndes County, sold 
a mule to Henry Tubner, a Farm Security 
Administration client. All checks were signed 
by the client and the Farm Security Adminis
tration supervisor. Such a check was issued 
to Mr. Robinson. The check came back 
marked "N. S. F." Mr. Robinson took it to 
the Farm Security Administration office. 
While he was standing there and while the 
client was 25 miles away he was given a new 
check signed by the supervisor and by the 
client. · 

THE HALL RANCH, 

Richland Springs, Tex., February 8, 1942. 
· Mr. E. A. O'NEAL, 

President, American Farm Bureau 
Federation, Washington, D . C. 

DEAR SIR: I see by the papers you have in
vestigated the Farm Security Administration 
and paint a picture of national disgrace. 
Congratulations! 

I thrilled at the news report of February 7, 
1942, in the Fort Worth Star-Telegram-! 
wish I could add my knowledge of Farm 
Security Administration in this community. 
I wrote Senator O'DANIEL about our case last 
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December, and a lit tle research around here 
would add loads of new evidence of rank 
Inefficiency, waste, vicious practices high and 
low in the Farm Security Administration. 

More power to you and sincerely, 
Mn.TON M. LEACH. 

MARSHALL, Mo., February 18, 1942. 
Mr. EDWARD A. O'NEAL, 

President, American Farm Bureau 
Federation, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: I read with interest your criti
cism of the Farm Security Administration 
1n the Kansas City Star of February 6. I am 
the operator of 800 acres ·of land owned by 
my immediate family and have had 2 years 
of employment by this organization and it s 
predecessor, the Resettlement Administra-
tion. · 

I think 1 have had a good insight as to the 
waste of money that has taken place through 
lts administration by a group of men who 
have had no practical training in the agricul
tural field . 

I have had two tenants who were borrowers 
from the Administration and have been in a 
good position to see how they were made loans 
with the understanding that they would be 
closely supervised, but due to the enormous 
amount of office work the supervisor was 
never given the necessary time to carry out 
the supervision as planned and the borrower 
went on as he had been doing -before his loan 
was made, eventually getting another loan 
to keep him in position to carry out his 
original program. · 

I believe your stand is a justifiable one; 
however, you must remember this organiza
tion is old enough at present that they know 
how to pull the congressional strings pretty 
well. I imagine by this time this Administra
tion has had its supervisors throughout the 
country go out and contact almost everyone 
that is on its pay roll and wire their Con
gressmen as to the necessity of the continued 
existence of the Administration . 

We have four Government leaning agencies. 
1n our city of Marshall , all of whi<:h are 
handling agricultural leans, each has a sep
arate office force, maintains a separate office, 
and carries on a separate line of work. I have 
often wondered why the~e offices couldn't be 
consolidated and the operating expense cut 
at least one-third. 

I hope you . will continue your crusade 
against waste; I wish I could be of help to 
you, and if you could u se any informat ion 
I may have I will be glad to give it to you 
In detail. - · 

Very truly yours, 
R. S. SPRINGGATE. 

PUEBLO, CoLo., February 12, 1941. 
Mr. EDWARD O'NEAL, . 

American Farm Bureau Federation, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: I saw . an article in our local 
paper (the Pueblo Star-Journal and Chief
tain) last Saturday. This report concerned 
your investigation of the F. S. A. In my 
estimation you stated it very mildly. I can 
show you not one but practically every case 
ln this county as bad or worse than you 
said; I would be glad to do it. Men who 
have been successful farmers and ex-service 
men are conspicuous by their absence. While 
I know a man who has been a successful 
farmer could not be handled the way they 
want, I do not know just what they have 
against the ex-service men. We positively 
know of people who were not even citizens 
getting a loan. 

I think there 'should be a very intensive 
investigation, that it should not be dropped 
here. People in general here are already 
wondering why they should buy borids and 
stamps to buy guns and ammunition when 
the F . S. A. is throwing away money with 
both hands to would-be farmers in the guise 
of "food for freedom.'' Congress does not 

need to worry about losing votes by helping 
you, as they would gain a lot of votes. I 
would be glad to assist in any way I can. 

Very respectfully, 
J. L. TORRENCE. 

MANOR, TEX., March 28, 1942. 
Mt' . EDWARD A O'NEAL, 

Washington, D. C . 
MY PEAR Sm: ·rhe enclosed editorial explains 

my letter. 
There are two Farm Security Administration 

farms in our vicinity and those of us who a.p
. proved this Government venture are appalled 

by Farm Security Administration methods. 
In view of farm conditions in our section, 

the debt load is top-heavy. On . one farm a 
trench silo was built below the barn lot, across 
the hill, and a windmill inst alled, instead of 
the cheaper, more efficient electric pump. 
Waste of money for the farmer and the tax
payer. 

The other, a new ho·me site, is established 
in d~fiance of all common sense and extension 
service rules for house building, viz., near 
their line at the foot of a muddy hill , thus 
wasting fertilizer. Early and late frost will 
hamper fruit and vegetables and chickens 
thrive better out of a low atmosphere. 

The barn and back premises of a small cot
tage are the main view from the front of the 
home; in this climate dairy odors can be very 
disagreeable. This set-up was endorsed by 
the trained home planners of the Farm Secu
rity Administration and the Austin-Travis 
County health unit. 

. The dairy sewage is illegally carried by the 
roadside ditch to a creek, where it pollutes 
that farmer's water, thus breaking another 
Texas law. Such proceedings would indicate 
that Farm Stcurity Administration needs re
vamping from Washington to the committee
men, who seem to be only figureheads used 
to democracy's hurt. 

If there is any way that an on-the-ground 
farm woman can assist to clean such At.<gean 
stables be assured of my willingness to aid. 

Yours truly, 
BROWN GREGG. 

STARKVILLE, Miss:, February 14, 1942. 
I certify. the following statement to be true 

of my experience and dealing with the Farm 
Security Administration: 

The Farm Security Administration solicit 
clients by use of clients who are already on 
the Farm Security Administration. They so
licit possible clients because of special 
favors extended them from Farm Security 
Administration. The man who solicited me 
received a nice grant from some cause. 

The Farm Security Administration recom
mended and insisted that I borrow more 
money than there was any necessity for. 
When I went to them they promised that I 
could do all of my building except the house. 
They did not do this. They let contracts for 
all the building and forced . the contractor 
on a labor scale to pay wages higher than was 
customary in our locality. I believe that I 
could have built my house and other build
ing for less than one-half of what they cost 
me. They forced me, because of a ruling, to 
buy my mules from one man unless I found 
mules that the owner had raised and had 
them for sale. I believe I could have bought 
mules cheaper elsewhere, but did not try 
because I knew it was needless to try. They 
delivered the mules-a pair of fresh shipped, 
unbroke, 3-year olds-:-about the 1st of April, 
and then gave me hell because I didn't make 
a good crop that year as soine of the other 
clients who had their tools and mules before 
the first of the year. The mules have never 
been satisfactory, but they have refused to 
let me trade for others. The buildings cost . 
so much and they spend my borrowed money 
so 'freely that i"; ran the price per acre' of 
the land so high tl1at it is impossible for it 
to ever pay out. They promised me that I 

could have hired help , since I had no children 
to help me farm 70 acres of new crop and 
m~adow and milk 20 cows. As soon as they 
f-ound out that I had a hired man, they raised 
hell until he left. 

The Farm Security Administration plans 
and policies are so expensive and impossible 
that I realized that I cou~d not ever pay out 
and left. 

Witnessed: 
WM. M. WHITE. 
J. A. RANDLE. 

Fruill !f. JONES. 

LITTLE Rocr<, ARK. 
GENTLEMEN~ It would be a travesty on 

justice to let the Farm Security Administra
tion win a majority report from six members 
of the committee making an investigation of 
charges made by the Farm Bureau ·against 
the Farm Security Administration. Follow
ing facts can be substantiated provided 
members of this six-member committee 
render impartial decisions. 

Facts as charged before the B'1I'd committee 
regarding the Jerome projects: • 

The Arkr.nsas Farm Bureau ha:s charged the 
Farm S3curity Administration is wasting 
money. It is my opinion that a majority of 
the people here agree fully with the charge 
made by the Farli! Bureau. The Farm Secur
ity Administration, I think, should be 
abolished. If the investigation is continued, 
I thinlt it wlll be disclos.:d fully and com
pletely that the Farm Security Administra
tion is a failure and corrupt. Why don't the 
Arkansas Farm Bureau investigate .the super
visors of this Farm S3curity Administration 
and see how they are accumulating st oclt that 
is sold at auction and the hook-up between 
certain merchants, and how they buy and 
sell to the Farm Security Administra tion cli
ents and how t hey will not let them buy with 
their own money the same things at the same 
price from ot her merchants with the Arkansas 
Farm Board investigating these charges in 
each county. We have had m en of the Farm 
Security Administration investigate and they 
got the facts but would not turn in the facts 
to the Farm Security Administration head 
offices. They would whitewash everything. 
The clients were bluffed into making state
ments, were told that they wo.uld be cut off 
and everything else and they were cut out 
and had to sell their st ock and everyt hing 
back to the Farm Security Adininistration 
at auction and with the hook-up they were 
bought back at a low figure and sold to other 
clients at a large f?.gure. Who can do or say 
anything against them when the Farm Secur
ity Administration clients are scared out of 
their rights to talk. 

Arkansas Farm Bureau put the pres:::u re on 
them, send some of these supervisors to the 
pen and they will stop. 

Send me a man or men that is not con
nected with the Farm .Security Administra
tion and let us help you get some of this 
rotten stuff. 

Yours respectfully, 
Dr. H. D. CAMMACK, 
JESS ETHRIDGE, 

Hamburg, Ark. 

SENECA, S. DAK., February 9, 1942. 
Mr. En A. O 'NEAL, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY FARMER FRIEND: I read the charge you 

made about Farm Security Administration 
and I know you are 100-percent r ight. The 
disgrace the way they place these loans is not 
no business about it, just a big graft and red 
tape. No, they announce the red tape is 
done away with and everyone can get a seed 
and feed loan. I can't see why anyone here 
has to get a loan of that kind as we have so 
much crop and feed we don't know what to 
do with it but the Burns can get Government 
money to waste. Which they have done for 
2 or 3 years. I hope you will 'e successfUl 
so it will save the taxpayers money; they 
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want us to buy stamps and bonds so they 
can waste it on these Farm Security Adminis
tration loans. I wrote LA FOLLETTE. 

Yours truly, 
J. H. BEAM. 

RAVENNA, NEBR., February 16, 1942. 
Mr. EDWARD A. O'NEAL; 

President of A. F. B. F., 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I have been a very interested 
reader of the charges brought against the 
Farm Security Administration. I live in 
Sherman County, Nebr. They have not raised 
a crop for the last 7 years. I am 38 years old, 
have two boys and twin girls. Four years 
ago I went to the Farm Security Adminis
·tration for help, and at the present time I 
am satisfied that I made a terrible mistake. 
It would take me days to tell you all the 
dirty, rotten things that I have had to endure 
through the commands and directions of the 
local Farm Security Administration, lo- . 
cated at Loup City, Nebr. The truth will 
never come out or it would tear this country 
wide open. 

When this was started they took men out 
of town, gave them more money to spend 
than was good form, men from the Work 
Projects Administration, Public Works Ad
ministration, or what have you-men that did 
not know how to farm. Then put men in 
office that did not know how to farm to run 
this project. This doesn't sound true, but 
that can be proven because that is the way 
it started. 

After years of· drought, failure of banks, 
farmers had to have help. Where could we 
get it? The Government would help us; they 
were helping everyone else, why not help a 
good farmer. Sure, we got help in the form 
of a 1-year plan set-up. Could you make a 
plan for a farm for 1 year and never change 
it to meet the conditions of changes of 
weather and other elements that come up? I 
can't. 

We were never consulted as to what we 
should raise, but were told to raise this, that, 
and the other, whether the farm. was adapted 
to this or that. I have seen as good a farmer 
as you could find, . ordered to a Farm Se
curity Administration meeting and be forced 
to listen to some swelled-up pup that never 
had a dollar· till he got this job, tell these 
men how to farm. This up-fellow did not 
know how to milk a cow, believe it or not. 
You may wonder how this could be enforced; 
here it is: A great many farmers at one time 
or other have received grants. They were 
told that if they did as told they would get 
grants if they needed them. Now, if they 
did as told they would sure as hell need them 
in a very short time . For 3 years I tried to 
do as told. It cost me $500 to do this. It 
sure burns me up to be run like this, lose 
money, and then have to listen to them tell 
you how they made us money or helped us. 
I do not know of any farmers that went to 
the Farm Security Administration .for help 
but what will say this is the truth. A great 
many of these farmers are afraid to talk. 

I don't mean to tell you that every farmer 
1n this Farm Security Administration is 
pure white. I have found dead-enders in 
every line of business. I can find a number of 
farmers like myself that can tell of this or a 
lot more. I am not a lawyer or would write 
a better explanation. I am just a plain 
American farmer and try to live and keep my 
word -so this will be a better country to live 
in. If it would help I will put $50 to get this 
going. We hear about how bad it will be if 
Bitler takes us over,' but the Farm Security 
Administration makes us wonder if this is 
really America or the tail · end of Hitler's war 
machine? 

If necessary 1 will have to sell out and tr~ 
to get square with them, otherwise they are 
trying to get me to borrow money to buy $100 
cows. I can't do this , the risk is too great 

·because we may have a failure, then would. 
LXXXVIII--271 

have to sell these cows and lose a lot more 
money or borrow more money from them to 
buy feed, thus keep going in deeper and 
deeper till it would be impossible to ever get 
out. 

No doubt you have found a lot worse things 
than I have explained. I. have been ordered 
to report every so often, and with tires off 
the market and the family needing the money 
.spent for gas, it seems that they are not try
ing to help us in any manner: Feelings ate 
running pretty high, and it seems to me that 
if something is not done before long the Farm 
Sec.urity Administration will certainly be re
sponsible for a blot on the name of American 
citizens. 

In closing I will refer you to men that I 
have had dealings .with to confirm the fact 
that I am not crazy or over-rating the truth. 
First National Bank, Loup City, Nebr.; C. L. 
Dunn, Greenslit Lumber Co., Ravenna, Nebr.; 
J. L. Daley, Hazard, Nebr.; Pete Rerzina, com .. 

. missioner of Sherman County; Judge Moeh
nart, Loup City, Nebr. 

Now, if there is anything that you want me 
to do in the line of getting evidence and the 

·kind of evidence you would want, just let me 
·know. · 

Yours ·truly, 
GUY EARNEST. 

SUMNER, MISS., March 7, 1942. 
Mr. Eo O'NEIL, 

President of Farm Bureau, 
WashiJtgton, D. C. 

tion is costing the Government over $18,000,-
000 per year. 

· SUTTLE, ALA., January 24, 1942 .. 
Mr. WILLIAM C. CARR, 

Chicago, Ill. 
DEAR MR.' CARR: In regard to your request 

for information as to how the Farm Security 
Administration obtain their clients in Perty. 
County, I wish to relate to you my experience 
with the matter. 

Last summer 1 was plowing · in my field 
that I rent from Mr. W. N. Cummings, of 
Suttle, Ala., when Mr. Grady 'L. Wise, of 
the Farm Security Administration, came to 
see me and told me that someone had given 
him my name as a good prospect to take a 
farm on a place that the Farm Security Ad
min1stration had an option on more than 
2,000 acres of land that belonged to Dr. R. C. 
Hanna, and that they were trying to find 
enough good .clients to take the farms on 
this place, and asked me if I would not 
come and make an application for one of 
these farms. 

This I did and was going to take one of 
them but after ~?Orne investigation I found 
that if I did take one of these places that 
I would be unable te buy a cow, chicken, 
hog, or farming implements, nor could I sell 
any of my farm products or personal prop
erty without first going to the Farm Sacurity 
Administration office and get their permis
sion. To me this amounted to slavery as 1 
would have signed awa-y all my rights. 

Yours truly, 
W. H. WASHBURN. DEAR SIR: I am glad to have the honor to 

write to you in regard to the Farm Security 
Admini-stration which exi'sts in this part of 
the Nation. 

I was evicted from the Sunflower Planta
tion, Merigold, Miss., in the spring of 1940 
for political reasons. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask to 
have inserted a report on Excessive Costs 

·and Debts Placed Upon F . S. A. Borrowers. 

Otis B. Casonava was supervisor of the ' 
project. He would not let me state my case 
to the committee; he also took my money 
and paid the cost of the court. I moved 
back to Tallahachie County and brought my 
mules and tools and in December 1941 my 
mules and tools were turned over to the farm 
supervisor at Charleston, Miss., and to this 
day they have not yet been sold. The ex
penses are eating them· up. 

Sir, please put my case before your com
mittee. 

If you need any further information, I will 
be glad to let you hear from me again. 

Yours truly, 
BRYAN NEWTON. 

CASE OF W. H. WASHBURN 
W. H. Washburn, Negro, of Suttle, Ala., in 

a statement dated January 26, 1942, stated 
that he was solicited by a Fa:rm Security Ad
ministration representative while he was 
plowing in his field and urged to purchase a 
farm on a tract of land 

1 
on which the Farm 

Security Administration had an option. He 
filed an application but refused to complete 
the sale when he learned how he would be 
regimented. He said: · 

"After some investigation I found that if 1 
did take one of these places that I would oe 
unable to buy a cow, chickens, hog, or farm
ing implements, nor could I sell any of my 
farm products or personal property without 
first going to the Farm Security Administra
tion office and get their permission. To me 
this- amounted to slavery as I would have 
signed away all my rights." 

{Photostat copy of letter attached.) 
Mr. Baldwin submitted an affidavit of an

other Farm Security Administration employee 
who said that he did not belfeve this man was 
solicited until after he had come to the Farm 
Security Administration office, but no affidavit 
was obtained from the employee whom Wash
burn stated solicited him in his field. The 
affidavit therefore proves nothing. Moreover 
Washburn's letter makes clear his attitude to
ward the extreme regimentation of Farm 
Security Administration. This regimenta-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as fqJlows: 
EXCFSSIVE COSTS AND DEBTS PLACED UPON FARM 

SECURITY ADMINISTRAT\ON BORROWERS 
'l'he Farm Security program was intended 

tci assist low-income farmers in becoming 
self-sustaining and to get out of debt. In 
all too many cases it has resulted in piling up 
ex•!essive debts upon clients far beyond their 
capacity to repay So long as _they are "on 
the Government" and the bills are paid by 
Farm Security Administration, which bal
ances vheir farm and home ;,:>lans by means of 
renewal notes and outright grants whenever 
necessary, their standard of living is raised 
temporarily, but the piling up of debts finally 
results in discouragement and despair on the 
part of ~:uch clients. The cl-ients themselves 
complain bitterly of these tendencies. Among 
the complaints against the Farm Security 
Administration on this score are: 

1. Tendency to spend too much money on 
bulldings and other improvements on farms 
purchased for resale to low-income tenants 
under the tenant-purchase program. Many 
instances were reported where good buildings 
were torn down against the wishes of the 
clients and new buildings erected. Such ex
cessive LXpenditures are reflected in the cost 
to ohe borrower who has to repay these costs 
out of the earnings of the property. 

2. Pressure exerted on clients to tratle with 
certain business firms or with Farm Security 
Administration-sponsored cooperative enter
prllies, even though clients could have pur
chased goods cheaper elsewhere. 

3. Losses occasioned by clients due to ex
cessive managerial supervision by Farm Se
cu.L"1ty Administration which prevented client 
from exercising his discretion or planning his 
farming operations most efficiently 

4. Encouragement and solicitation of 
clients to get further in d~bt, sometimes be
yond their ability to repay out of the proceeds 
of their farm . 

(See examples attached.) 
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EXAMPLES OF EXCESSIVE COSTS .AND DEBTS PLACED 

UPON BORROWERS 

Case of George Catelge, Haynesville, Ala.: 
George Catelge, Haynesville, ~la ., purchased 
a farm with a tenant-purchase loan. · He paid 
$15 per acre for the 160 acres. Farm Security 
Administration tore down a house which he 
begged them to leave standing and built a 
new one. He needed his married son at home 
to help till the land. There was an extra 
house on the farm. He· begged the Farm 
Security Administration to leave that house 
standing but they tore that house down also. 
His debt ran to $4,800. He moved off the 
land because he saw he never would be able 
to pay off the indebtedness. He states very 
emphatically that both of the houses stand
ing on the farm were as good as he would ever 
want and he feels he could have paid off the 
Farm Security Administration and owned the 
farm if they had not doubled the cost by 
putting on unnecessary improvements and 
refused to permit the· house which he needed 
for his son to stand. (From supplemental 
report of Investigator William C. Carr.) 

Case of C. M. Horn, rural free delivery 1, 
Alpine, Ala.: C. M. Horn, rural free delivery 1, 
Alpine, Ala., was a successful farmer. He 
owed $600 on a tractor which he had pur
chased. He was talked into becoming a client 
of the' Farm Security Administration. After 
3 years they had him so deeply in debt that 
he ·knew he would never get out .- He stated 
that it was· impossible to get seed loans in 
time to plant his crop. They called · h im to 
town three times a week to fill out different 
blanks. He had mortgaged all his livestoclt 
and implements and the Farm Security Ad-
ministration foreclosed and the public in 
·general in the vicinity in which he lives feel· 
that ·he is justified in hfs bitter denunciation 
of Farm Security Administration practices. 
He could have obtained credit anywhere and 
could have paid off his indebtedness. He 
now feels that at h is age he is handicapped by 
having to start all over. (From Eupplemental 
report of Investigator William C. Carr .) 

Case of Carlos Ingram, rural free delivery 
No. 3, Marion, Ala.: Carlos Ingram, rural free 
delivery :No. 3, Marion, Ala., in a statement 
dated February 16, 1942, stated that "in Feb
ruary 1936, Mr. Lewis of the Farm Security 

·Administration asked me if he couldn't loan 
-me some money so I could make a crop. I 
signed up with the Farm Security Adminis-
tration and was on their rural rehabilitation 
program for 4 years." He was deeply in debt 
and sa.w no chances of getting out-so he 

.quit. In the 2 years that he has been work
·ing for himself he has paid off $1,500 of old 
debts, in addition to making a living for him
self and his family. This year-1942-they 
solicited. him to become a client again. He 

·refused . . He said: "Last month Mr. Mims of 
the Farm Security Administration wanted 
me to sign up as a client again. I told him I 
would rather work for 50 cents a day than 
to never be able to call anything my own." 
(From supplemental report of Investigator 
William C. Carr .) 

Case of Buss Myatt, tenant-purchase client, 
Marion, Ala.: Bus Myatt, tenant-purchase 
client, Marion, Ala., desired to have the old 
house remain on the land but was told that 
it would be necessary to build a new home. 
Conse<1_uently, he is in a very bad financial 
condition at the present time. He feels that 

·there was a chance of seeing daylight if he 
hadn't bean forced to pay for something he 
didn't need. (From supplemental repqrt of 
Ihvestigator William C. Carr .) 

Case of George Fuller, Talladega; Ala.: In 
a statewent dated February 21 , 1942, George 
Fuller, rural free delivery No. 2, Talladega, 
Ala., said: "I haven't been able to make a 
crop, because the Farm Security Administra
tion doesn't give me n1y money to plant the 
crop until 3 months after it should have 
been planted." (From supplemental report 
of Investigator William C. Car:.:.) 

OTHER EXAMPLES. OF INCREASED . INDEBTEDNESS 
In Hale County, Ala., an investigator copied 

a list of the first 11 Farm Security Adminis
tration mortgages on the first index page of 
the current . index record in the probate 
office . This list showed the amount of the 
mortgages in 1.939 and the amount of each 
corresponding mortgage in 1941. In each of 
these 11 cases there has been an increase, as 
follows: 

1939 
A. T----------------- $953.35 
W. W----------~----- 75 . 00 
W. T----·------------ 328. 80 
J. H---------------~- 692. 10 
C. MC----------~----- 317. 36 
J. H. H--------------- 623. 97 c. J __________________ 448.82 
·n. E _________________ 432.65 
J. w __________________ 993 . 00 
Jatnes w _____________ 300.15 

VV. H---~------------- 270.00 

1941 
$1,326.79 

794 . 68 
761.30 
906 . 47 
516. 25 
748 . 80 
640.31 
603.15 

1,358. 98 
441 . 65 
848.86 

This investigator further reported: "In 
looking_ through the records of the probate 
offices in several counties I did not find a 
single case in which a mortgage' had been sat
is:f.ied. Almost invariably they were in
creasec;I." He alEo reported that he went over 
the whole list of the Hale County, Ala., mort
gage mdex and that. he. was unable to find a 
single case where the mortgage had been sat
isfied . (Report of Investigator William c. 
Carr, p. 28. hearings, . joint committee .) 
EXCESSIVE COSTS ON PULASKI COUNTY TEN ANT 

. PURCHASERS 
In PulaEki County, Ark., where six tenant 

_purch~se unit~ were set '\JP the tenant pur
chase committee estimated, after obtaining 
figures of the improvem~nts that would be 
nec_essary, that eacq u~it would cost $3,800. 
In the end each unit cost over $7,000 . When 
inquiry was made as to -why the price ran 
that high, a high official of the Farm ~ecurity , 
Admi~istration ~aid that. everything had to 
be tiptop, so that . they would really have 
~omething wfien they took the land · back. 
(~. 831, hearings, joint committee .) 

Mr. Baldwin, in his reply submitted to the 
joint committee, admitted the costs were ex

.cessive, but he blamed the responsibility 
upon the local committee. It is difficult to 
see how the Farm Security Admihistration 
can escape responsibility for developing im~ 
prove~ents to the extent that the units cost 
double the amount originally estimated by 
the committee. 

Case of Tony Walton, Auvergne, Ark .: Tony 
Walton, Auvergne, Ark., in Jackson County, 
is a tenant purchase client of the Farm Se
curity Administration and has been in the 
program 4 years. This man works 120 acres 
of land and' has been working it successfully. 
On his farm he has a house other than the 
new one built for. him by the Farm Security 
Administration. This house has been re
paired, a new roof put on, and is in a livable 
condition. It is necessary for Mr. Walton to 
have help on his farm as he cannot farm the 
entire tract himseU in addition to caring for 
his livestock. The Farm Security Adminis
tration will not allow Mr: Walton's wife to 
assist him in his work outside. This house 
is being used to house an employee. In spite 
of these facts the Farm Security Adminis
tration has ordered the house torn down by 
February 15. A copy of the letter to this 
client notifying him that the house would 
have to be torn down is attached hereto. 

Mr. Baldwin, in his reply submitted to the 
joint committee, denied that the Farm Se
curity Administration had ever prohibited 
Mrs .. Walton from working in the fields out 
admitted that the Farm Security Adm'inis
tration would not permit its clients to em
ploy sharecroppers. He did not deny that 
this client was required to tear down this 
house. 

NEWPORT, ARK., January 2, 1!i42. 
DEAR SIR: We, the undersigned Tenant 

Purchase Committee for Jackson County, 

have investigat'ed some of our tenant-pur
chase borrowers and find that they still have 
old houses on their farm which have not been 
torn down. 

It was set- out very clearly in the regula
tions and explained to you at the time you 
were appr<?ved for a tenant-purchase loan 
that it would not be possible for you to retain 
any house on your farm other than the one 
you were living in. 

We are asking that you make your plans to· 
get these houses torn down by February 15, 
1942. Unless this is done, necessary action 
will have to be taken after this date to get 
these houses torn down. 

Yours very truly, 
W. E. RENIX, Chairman. 
H.ENRY BAILEY. 
CLYDE HODGES. 

CASE OF LOCH LOMOND PLANTATION 
The Loch Lomond Plantation in Leflore 

County, Miss ., was taken over by Farm Secu
rity Administration and turned into a tenant 
purchase project. According to information 
submitted to the joint committee: 

"It was one of the Ehow places of the State 
of Mississippi. It had 4 six-room houses, 1 
-seven-room house, 12 three-room houses, and 
8 fQur-room houses. These houses were 
made out of the finest hard cypress. They 
had copper screen on the windows and doors. 
They were in excellent condition when t.he 

. Far;.n Security Administration took over the 
property. · TheEe houses were all torn down 
and the lumber, whic:1 is practically extinct 
today, was used for fuel. The people in gen
eral in this community feel it was nothing 
short of a crime to destroy these houses, 
which they say were built to last a hundred 
years. 

"The erection of new buildings on this 
farm increased the financial load placed upon 
t~e cl!e;nts, and bearing in mind the produc

:tw;n figures which I have already given, it is 
practically impoEsible for them to ever pay 
_off their ~otes." (P. 822, hearings, joint com
mittee .) 

' Mr. Baldwin in his reply submitted to the · 
joint comm1ttee admitted that in 1940, 26 

. families lived on the farm . while in 1941, 15 
tenant purchase borrowers lived on a portion 
of the farm, and the remainder of the farm 
was occupied l>y 5 famili.es in addition to day 
labor which was used by the operator to the 
equivalent of 2 families. He also admitted 
that buildings were torn down 'and new ones 
erected, but . he justified this on the ground 
that his employees with the approval of the 
local committee found that the buildings 
were not worth lteepihg and should be torn 
down. However, he submitted no proof or 
supporting data to refute this charge other 
than listing the buildings and making a cate
gorical statement with respect to the findings 
of his employees and the committee. 

CASE OF SUNFLOWER PLANTATION 
Another case reported to the . joint com

mittee was the Sunflower ·Plantation in Mis
sissippi (Sunflower County): · 

"Buildings were torn down on the Sun
flower Plantation in Sunflower County and 
new buildings erected . Land was purchased 
at $60 per acre. I was told that these un
nece:::sary improvements have run the value 
of the land to as high as $12'3 per acre; This 
burden of course is .being carried by the 
clients." (P. 822, hearings, joint committee.) 

Mr. Baldwin in his reply submij;ted to the 
joint committee admitted that the ·cost of 
the land and improvements did cost approxi
mately $126 per acre as set forth and he did 
·not deny .. nat existing buildings were torn 
down and new ones erected. He made the 
categorical statement that they were flimsy 
and not worth repair and that they were in

.Epected by Farm Security Administration rep
resentatives, but he offered no evidence to 
substantiate this statement as to their con
dition or value. He further admitted that 
before the Farm Security Administration took 
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over this plantation it supported 222 families 
and that now there are only 149 families on 
1t. He explained this by saying that it had 
been _divided into larger units. 

OTHER EXAMPLES 

A landlord named Sumners in Lincoln 
County, Miss., had built a new barn just a 
few years before the Farm Security Adminis
tration acquired the property. The barn was 
giving adequate service but was torn down 
and a new one built. (P. 822, hearings, joint 
committee.) 

Mr. Baldwin did not refute this instance. 
In the village of Lake Providence, La., there 

is a Farm Security Administration purchas
ing and marketing cooperative. The clients 
are practically forced to join it. The dues 
are 25 cents per year. There has been a 
great deal of discontent over the way it has 
been operated. "On') client, Mr. P. D. Ruffin, 
refused to join the cooperative because he 
could buy a pressure cooker cheaper from an 
adjoining store than he could from a store 
designated by the cooperative." 

"Mr. T. C. Gist said he gave the cooperative 
25 cents dues in order to 'keep them off his 
neck' but he wouldn't trade at their desig
nated stores. He gave as an example the fact 
that the co-op required that fruit jars be pur
chased from the Piggly-Wiggly store and he 
could buy them 10 cents a dozen cheaper a-t 
Epp's Mercantile Co." (P. 826, l1earings, joint 
committee.) 

in his reply submitted to the joint com
mittee, Mr. Baldwin denied that clients were 

· compelled to join the cooperative although 
they were urged to do so. He failed to malte 
any answer to the charges that certain stores 
were designated for the patronage of clients, 
and he offered no refutation of the charges of 
higher costs to clients at such designated 
stores. 

CASE OF ED LEWIS 

The attached farm and home plan of Ed 
Lewis, a client of the Farm Security Adminis
tration and a member of the Black Belt Leas
ing Cooperative, shows that this client bor
rowed from the Farm Security Administration 
$2,406.50 over a period of 3 years, as follows: 

Loans Grants Total 
received 

Total 
paid 

-----11---- ------------
1939 ________ :_ ~894. 00 
1940__________ 277. 00 
1941__________ 1, 235. 50 

TotaL _ 2, 406. 50 

~30 ~924. 00 
165 442.00 
185 1, 420. 50 

380 2, 786. 50 

~163. 46 
None 

1163.46 

1 1941 plan docs not show actual pa~ment if any in 1941. 

Thus, in 3 years this client borrowed 
$2,406.50, of which he had repaid only 
$163.46. The 1941 plan called for a pay
ment of $340.50 the first year on this ac
cumulated debt, but, of course, it does not 
show what client actually paid, if anything. 
In addition, he secured grants every year 
totaling $380, or a total of $2,786.50. His 
net worth at the end of the first year was 
$111.89, and at the end of th~ second year 
it was $687.19 in the red. 

It is interesting to note that the amount 
due on Farm Security Administration loan 
In 1941 was $187.10, and he received a work 
grant of $185. There was also a payment 
of $92.48 called for on past Farm Security 
Administration loans and his Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration payments totaled 
$95. 

When ask!'ld what he thought about the 
situation this client stated that he knew he 
could never pay off his.indebtedness, but that 
he thought . he would "stick" another year 
or maybe longer if he could get by. (P. 805, 
hearings, joi.nt committee; see farm and home 
plan attached hereto.) 

In his reply submitted to the joint com
mittee, Mr. Baldwin submitted no evidence 

in rebuttal to these facts, but made a general 
denial that this client was overburdened 
with debts. He said that the client was 
"progressing as rapidly as possible in view of 
the fact that he was considerably in debt 
when he came under our program, and in 
view of the fact that he has had two suc
cessive crop failures." The foregoing record 
shows that the client was getting deeper 
and deeper in debt instead of getting out of 
debt, under Farm Security Administration 
guidance. Mr. Baldwin submits no figures 
to substantiate his claim but merely refers 
to "our records." It is therefore difficult 
to see how this man can be "in better shape 
than he has ever been before in his life," as 
claimed by Mr. Baldwin in his statement. 

OTHER CASES 

The case of Carlos Ingram has already 
been cited elsewhere. He saw no chance of 
getting out of debt, so he quit. In the 2 
years that he has been working for him
self he has paid off $1,500 of old debts in 
addition to making a living for himself. 
This year he was solicited by Farm Security 
Administration to become a client again, and 
he refused. . 

The case of C. M. Horn has also been 
cited. 

Investigator William C. Carr in his sup
plemental report of his additional investiga
tions in Alabama reported: 

"Clients as a general rule are quite dis
gusted with the way things are being han
dled. One big objection is. the fact that 
they get their money for seed so long after 
the crop should have been planted. Those 
who are hard worldng and conscientious 
abhor the fact that they will never be able 
to have anything of their own. 

"They feel that theY. are being deliberately 
kept in debt. * * • The large majority of 
the clients of the Farm Security Administra
tion have had their spirit broken. * • • 
Clients have no knowledge of their financial 
standing. Canceled checks are kept in the 
bank and picked up by the Farm Security Ad
ministration office, as is the client's bank 
statement. He never sees them." (From sup
plemental report of Investigator William C. 
Carr.) 

CASE OF WILLIS ELLIS 

In a statement dated February 26, 1942, 
Willi::; Ellis, Burkville, Ala., who is a Farm 
Security Administration client, stated: 

"Since I have been 'on the Government' I 
have been in the worse shape than I have 
ever been in my life." 

FROM MISSISSIPPI REPORT 

Investigator William C. Carr reported on 
his findings in Mississippi, with respect to 
the attitude of clients, as follows: 

"The great majority of the clients of the 
Farm Security Administration are dissatis
fied. They are noncommittal 'concerning its 
policies but are very bitter in the denuncia
tion of the ·methods used in administering 
same. The actions of the Farm Security Ad
ministration are clearly predicated along the 
lines of destroying any individual initiative 
which a client might have." (P. 828, hear
ings, joint committee.) 

Mr. BYRD·.- Mr. President, I wish to 
refer to another -report, concerning illegal 
land purchases, which I should like to 
read to the Senate: 

ILLEGAL LAND PURCHASES 

The reckless manner in which this agency 
embarks upon gigantic enterprises under the 
broad ·grant of authority for rural reha-b111-
tation loans, is · illustrated by what it has 
done in using these funds to purchase large 
areas of land on which to relocate farmers 
displaced by reason of defense projects. For 
example, in the case of the Lord Scully estate 

lands in Missouri, the Administration formed 
a corporation of its own employees and 
bought 42,000 acres of land out of Rural 
Rehabilitation Loan funds, passed the title 
to this land to this corporation composed of 
its own employees, ostensibly for the purpose 
of selling farms to farmers removed from de
fense areas. The House Appropriations Com
mittee· investigated this situation and found 
that 361,000 acres of la.nd had been bought in 
a similar manner throughout the United 
States. The committee charged that the 
Farm Security Administration had carried 
out this program in violation of the law and 
requested the Comptroller General of the 
United States to rule on the legality of these 
objectives. The Comptroller General, after 
investigation, submitted' a ruling that these 
land purchases by the Farm Security Ad
ministration were illegal. The Comptroller 
General· said that this activity "clearly re
sembles the resettlement project of the type, 
the prosecution of which was restricted by 
section 43 of the Bankhead-Janes Farm Ten
ant Act." He held that it was illegal to use 
Rural Rehabilitation Loan funds for this 
purpose. 

What the Farm Security Administration has 
done in this field is only the beginning of 
what it could do if it could get enough funds 
from Congress. Farm Security Ad'ministrator 
Baldwin testified that his organization really 
needed $300,000,000 for this purpose in order 

·to do the job as he thought it ought to be 
done. 

The fact is the Farm Security Administra-· 
tion plan for relocating these families was 
devised in such a way as to require the maxi
mum Government investment and the maxi
mum cost for supervision and assistance. In
stead of assisting farm owners to buy other 
farms, and tenants to obtain suitable loca
tions as tenants or purchase farms where 
practicable and ending the Government's part 
in this undertaking as soon as these families 
were satisfactorily settled in their new loca
tions, the Farm Security Administration de
vised. a scheme by which they would pur
chase large tracts of land and settle these 
families on these tracts under sales agree
ments whereby it woutd require 40-years to 
repay the Government's investment during 
which time the Farm Security Administra
tion would have to maintain a staff of per
sonnel to closely supervise the farming 
activities of these families over a 40-year 
period. The cost of this supervision, man
ageme~t, and overhead expense will be borne 
by the Government for the next 40 years. 

All of this could have been avoided with 
much more satisfactory results if the Farm 
Security Administration had followed the 
same plan for relocating these families as the 
Tennessee Valley Authority · pursued in 
relocating thousands of farm families who 
were displaced by dams constructed in the 
Tennessee River Valley. Instead of building 
up a great bureaucracy to last for 40 years t~ 
do this job and asking Congress to appro
priate enormous sums of money, the Tennes
see Valley Authority used the agencies alree.dy 
available in the States; namely, the Agri
cultural Extension Service, the agricultural 
credit agencies already established; the 
county agents set up committees of farmers 
to help appraise the land and to help these 
families get relocated. They helped land 
owners find new farms and they helped 
tenants get located in satisfactory locations 
on other fariUS. The entire cost averaged less 
than $18 per family to relocate these families, 
and the Government had no further invest
ment or expense. 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may insert some exhibits with 
respect to this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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There being no objection, the exhibits 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCESSIVE EXPENDITURES BY FARM SECURITY AD

MINISTRATION IN RELOCATING FARM FAMILIES 
FROM DEFENSE AREAS ACQUIRED BY GOVERN
MENT 
The work done by t he Farm Security Ad

ministration in relocating farm families dis
placed from various ar.eas which h ave been 
acquired by the Government , in connection 
wit h the defense program affords another 
example of excessive expenditures and exten
sion of bureaucratic cont rol over farmers by 
the Farm Security Administration. 

When the problem of moving several thou
sand farm families displaced by Government 
purchases of land for defense purposes arose, 
the question of assisting -these people in get.:. 
ting relocated was -given -consideration by the 
Agricultural Division of the National Defense 
Advisory Commission. Representatives of the 
farm organizations were called into consul
tation. As a .result o~ the StlJdY of this prob
lem, the advisory commit tee, representing all 
of the national farm organizations, recom
mended unanimously that the same' plan be 
followed as was carried out by the Tennessee 
Valley Authority in relocating families· dis
placed by the construction of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority 's hydroelectric projects. 
Under this plan the ' Tennessee Valley Au
thority utilized · the county agents and local" 
committees of farmers to assist in relocating 
these displaced families . There is no area in 
the United States where the task would be 
r.1ore difficult, dtie to the fact that so m any 
of t h ese families were in very low income 
brackets and were . h ighly individualistic in 
their attitude. Nevertheless, the -job was 
done very successfully at a very nominal cost 
to the Government by utilizing the agencies 
and facilities already available. No special 
loan funds were required-no huge addi
tional purchases of land. 

The Farm Security Administration, how
ever, was very an xious to obtain contFol ot 
this program arid offered to make available 
several million dollars for this purpose . 

Instead of followinl the recommendations 
of the 'farm organizations, based on the prac
tical experience in the Tennessee Valley Au
thority area, the Farm Security was dele
gated this task. Instead of following these 
plans provided by practical experience, they 
h ave formulat ed a gigantic scheme involving 
the purchase of large areas of land. Accord
ing to a st at ement submitted by Mr. Baldwin 
(Hearings~ p . 313 , Agriculture Department 
appropriation bill for 1943), the Farm Se
curit y's plan would req"!lire over $100,000,000 
to relocate 23 ,000 farm families, or an average 
co::::t of $5,000 per farm family. The follow~ 
ing is quoted from Mr. Baldwin's statement 
(p . 313): 

"Our experience t hus far indicat es that, 
on the average, it r equires at least $5,000 to 
relccate a farm family. Assuming that ap
proximately 23 ,000 farm families need relo
cation assistance, it is apparent that a com
p lete job of relocation would require over 
$100,000 ,000." 

Mr . Ba1dwin further revealed that the Farm 
Securit y Administration has already arranged 
to purchase 372,300 acres at a cost of $11 ,-
946,000, plus additional development costs of 
$11 ,054,000, or a total cost of $23 ,000,000 
to relocat e 3 ,542 families. (P . 304, hearings, 
Agriculture Department appropriation bill 
for 1943.) 

Relocation corporations have been estab-_ 
lished in 20 States by the Farm Security 
Administration. Apparently the plan of the 
F arm Security Administration is to buy up 
large areas of land and move these displaced 
farm families on to these lands, make ex
tensive ''improvements" to these lands, and 
extend long-term loans and short-term loans 
to borrowers, thereby bringing all of these 

families under the control and jurisdiction 
of the Farm Security Administration over 
a long period of time. 

The experience of the Tennessee Valley 
Aut hority shows that such a program is en
tirely unnecessary. The Tennessee Valley 
Authorit y was able to relocat e thousands of 
farm families during the acute years of finan
cial depression without any such costs or 
grandiose resettlement projects. The at
tached data show, for example, the Tennes
see Valley Authority working through the 
county agents and committees of farmers 
and the established credit agencies , was able 
to relocate 525 families in the Wolf Creek 
Ordnance area, Milan, Tenn., at a total cost 
of $3,246 or an average expense per fam-
ly of $6 .21. It evacuated and relocated fam

ilies in the Watts Bar area at a total cost 
of $18,367.60, or .an average expense of $18.19 
per family for ·relocating 890 families, assist.:. 
ing 600 families with readjustment problems, 
and assisting 1,010 on an equivalent reloca
tion basis. At a cost of $17,951.11, or an 
average of $18.76 per family in the Cherokee 
area, it relocated 793 families, assisted 820 
families with readjustment problems, and 
gave assistance to 957 families on an equiva
lent relocation basis. 

f:xpenses for evacuating and r elocating fam
ilies in the Cherokee area 

Salary Travel 
------- ------------
F.. 8. Permen ter , Sept. 15, 1!141, to 

J an. 1, 1942 ____ ___________________ $3, 01 2. tO 
0 . M. Watson, N'ov. 1, 1941, to 

Jan. 1, 1942 _______________________ 2, 200.00 
G ussie Sm itb, Feb . 151 1!141, to 

J an. 1, 1942 __________________ ____ _ 2, 150.00 
Edward Garland, May 1, 1941, to 

'J an 1. 194.2_ -------------~----- - - 1, 200.00 
.Miscellaneous: Suppl ie~, etc__ ____ _ 100 .. 00 

~943. 71 

1, 033.29 

830. 11 

fi51.00 

TotaL- ------------------- - - - 9, 262. 50 3, 458. 11 

Total salary and t raveL _-____ ___ ___ _________ _ $12, 720.61 
Supervision and assistance from headq u ar-

ters .--------------- -- - -- ---- - -- - - - - -- - ---- - 2, 577.50 
appra isal assistance __ __________ _._____ ______ _ 2, 653.00 

~Gran d totai ____ __ : ________________ ____ 17,951. 11 
Families relocated .. _____ __ · ____ :_ ___ . ______ _. __ -:_ __ __ 793 
Families with r<'adjustmen t problems_ - - -------- 820 
Familirs on equivalen t relocation bm:is . --- ------ 957 
Expense per family .. ___ ---- - --- _____ -------- - ---- $18. 76 

Expenses for evacuating and Telocating jam-
lies in the Wolf Creek Ordnance area, Milan, 
Tenn. (1941) 

Salary T ravel 

Dave P rice, . 7 m on t hs, at $235_______ 1, 645. 00 
l\1iss Manner , secretary , 7 months_ 409. 00 
L. J. Str ickland , J an . 29 to Mar. 21, 

194L . --- ---- - ---- --- - ---- -- --- -- E60. 00 
TotaL _________________ ____ __ 2, 614.00 

$31i0. 00 

300. 00 

650.00 

Total salary and traveL _____ ______ ___ ___ ____ ____ $3,234 
Families relocated __ __ ---- -- ----- --- --- - - -- ------ 525 
Expen se per family_~-- ---- --------- - ---.~-- - - - -- - ~6. 21 . . . 
Expensesjor evacu ating and relocating fami

l i es in the Wat ts Bar area 

Salary T ravel . 
P. J. Wood, one-half time: . 
· Jan . 1 to July 1, 1!140_______ ____ $600.00 
- · July-1, ·1940, to Feb. 15, 194L.~- 1, 500.00 
Stanley Ezl"ll , one-halftime, J an. 1 

to Aug. 1, 1941.__________________ 70Q. 00 
Raymond E . Cobble, one-half t ime, 
_ Feb. 1, to Oct. 1, 194L _________ __ _ 722.50 
J. E. Moody, May 1, 1941, to J an. 

1, 1042 . . ~---------- - - - ------ - ----- 1, 600.00 
T homes H. Davidson, one-half time, 

Oct. 1, 1241, to J an . 1, 1942___ _____ ~25. 00 
Max H. Falkner, one-half time, 

July 1, 1!140, t o J an . 1. 1!142 _______ _ 2, 475. 00 
Clerk, Au g. 1, 1940,-t o J an . '1, 1942 __ -1, 335. 00 
M iscellaneou s: T elephon es, etc .• __ 309. 00 

- - -

~300. 00 
612. 92 

380.00 

354. 85 

fi83. 65 

83. 14 

89. 24 

TotaL------- - ----- - --------- 9, 457. 50 2; 504. 60 

Total salary and traveL __ ___________________ $11, 962. 10 
Super vision and assistance from headquar-

ters___________ ______ __ ____ _________________ 3, 752.50 
Appraisal assistan ce . - - - --------------------- 2, 653. 00 -----

Grand totaL__ __________ _____ _________ 18,367.60 
Families relocated ___ ------------------------ 890 
Families with readjustment problems_- - - --- 600 
Families on equivalent relocation basis_ _____ 1, 010 
Expense per fam ily_____________________ ___ __ $18. 19 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent to insert a st ate
ment concerhing liquidation .of resettle
ment projects. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LIQUIDATION OF RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS 
For several years the Farm Security Admin.:. 

istration has been charged by Congress with 
the responsibility for the liquidation of the 
so-called resettlement projects which were in
herited from the Division of Subsistence 
Homesteads and the Federal Emergency Re
lief Administration. Instead of liquidating 
these projects as Congress intended, the Farm 
Security Administration has been busily en
gaged in prorr.ot ing ana even expanding these 
projects, and ·reorgani?'ing them in such a way 
that the Government will probably h!').ve an 
investment indefinite!}' and the Farm Security 
Administration will have a continuing man
agerial and supervisory responsibility. 

The failvre of the Farm Security Adminis
tration to liquidate these projects in accord
ance with the specific intent of Congress ·is an 
amazing and astounding record . Anyone who 
will take the time to read the record ·of the 
hearings of the Appropriations Committee on 
t his matter for the past 5 or 6 years cannot 
fail to be impressed with the ·deception that 
has been practiced · upon Congress by ·the ad
minist rators of this program. The way .in 
which Congress has been misled and lts .ob
vious intent evaded is astounding, indeed. 

These resettlement projects consisted of 
certain projects inherited from . the Division 
of Subsistence Homesteads and the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration. According 
to the testimony of former Farm Security Ad
ministrator Alexander, about 50 project s were 
inherited from the Division of S'\]bsistence 
Homesteads and about 34 proj :octs· from the 
Federal Emergency Relief Administration. _A 
"Mystery of the Farm Security Admin~stra
t ion," issued on October 10, 1940, stated 
that 33 projects were inherited from the Sub
sistence Homest eads. Division and 19 projects 
from the Federal Emergency Relief Adminis
tration. In January 1937 the Resettlement 
Administ ration was moved to t he Depart
ment of Agriculture and in S3ptember or this 
year it was converted into the Farm Security 
Administration . The Bankhead-Janes Farm 
Tenant Act, approved July 2, 1937, contained 
a provision for the liquid J.t ion of t hese 
projects with a provision for the completion 
and management until such time as they 
could be liquidated. In 1928 there was in
serted an item in the 1939 Agricultural 
appropriation bill headed as -follows: "LiquL-: 
dat:on and Management of Resettlement 
Projects ." 

Since that time Farm Security Administra
t ion officials have been admonished repeat .! 
edly by members of the Appropriations Com.: 
mitt ees to take effective steps to liquidate 
these projects, and Farm Security Adminis
tration officials have repeatedly given assur-:: 
ances that these proj ects would be liqui
dated. 

Instead of liquidating these projects they 
have· actually' been expanded: According to 
the information submitted in the hearings of 
the House Appropriations Committee at the 
request of Congressman T-ARVER, the total 
·acreage in these resettlement projects has 
been expanded from 753 ,408 acres to 954,670 
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acres, an increase of approximately 200,000 
acres. In 1938 Farm Security Administration 
officials told Congress that they expected to 
complete all the projects by July 1, 1938, but 
by July 30, 1941, this program had been ex
panded into 193 projects to accommodate 
15,169 family units at a cost of $30,321,918.50 · 
for land totaling 961,094 acres, which, to
gether with other development costs aggre
gating $105,815,062.34, brought the total in
vestment to $136,136,980.84. 

The manner in which the so-called liquida
tion of these projects has been carried out is 
not a bona fide liquidati<m in the ordinary 
interpretation of that term. ·Instead of sell
ing these properties outright to bona fide 
purchasers, in some cases they have been 
leased to so-called homestead associations 
for as long as 100 years in some cases, under a 
plan wherein the Farm Security Administra
tion will have a resident management to su
pervise the operations of these projects; in 
other cases these projects have been trans
ferred at a fraction of their cost to so-called 
homestead associations organized by the 
Farm Security Administration, generally 
wi thout any down payment and in some in
stances at least supplemented by large a.ddi
tional loans for operating expenses . . (See ex
hibit III for a summary of the facts showing 
the failure of the Farm Security Administra
tion to liquidate resettlement projects.) 

It is evident that if these projects are to be 
liquidated in the true sense of the word that 
a more specific mandate must be given to the 
Farrn Security Administration to require it 
to carry out the will of Congress. There 
should be a reasonable time limit provided to 
liquidate these projects entirely, and the 
liquidation should be bona fide and ~ot 
spurious liquidation in which large Govern
ment investments will be turned over to as
sociations of clients in name only while the 
Government in reality continues financial 
and managerial responsibilities. 
FAILURE TO LIQUIDATE RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS 

Origin of Farm Security Administration re-
sponsibility for liquidation of projects 

The origin of these so-called resettlement 
projects . and the responsibility of the Farm 
Security Administration to bring about their 
liquidation is set forth briefly in the follow
ing excerpts from the testimony of Farm Se
curity Administration officials. First, as to 
their origin, W. W. Alexander, Administrator 
of the Farm Security Administration, in a 
statement to the House Appropriations Sub
committee on the 1938 · agricultural appro
priation bill, stated: 

"Mr. ALEXANDER. * There was a Di· 
vision of Subsistence Homesteads set up in 
the Interior Department in an attempt to 
take care of industrial workers as part-time 
farmers or to aid in the development of part
time farms. There was in the Federal Emer
gency Relief Administration, I believe, an 
agency to carry out a program ·of land re
t irement, or submarginal-land retirement, for 
lands unsuitable for agriculture. There had 
also been an effort at debt adjustment. The 
debt-adjustment work was, I believe, origi
nally under the Farm Credit Administration. 
A year ago last April , the President threw 
these programs together into one agency. 
They were related activities, and, in order 
to take care of them, the President created 
by Executive order the Resettlement Admin
istration. 

"Mr . TARVER. What was the date of that 
order? 

"Mr. ALEXANDER. It was April 30, 1935. He 
threw all those activities together to handle 
the various problems of debt adjustment. and 
subsistence homestead work, and the work 
the Federal Emergency Relief Administration 
had been doing. He threw all of them to
gether into one program under the Resettle
ment Administration, and we have under
taken to work these various activities into a 

reiated program. The Division of Subsistence 
Homesteads had initiated through the pur
chase of land approximately 50 part-time 
farm projects (p. 1286) ." 

A list of these 50 projects inherited from 
the Division of Subsistence Homesteads ap
pears on page 1287, Hearings of House Appro
priations Subcommittee on 1938 agricultural 
appropriation bill. " 

In addition, 34 projects were inherited 
from the Federal Emergency Relief Admin
istration, according to Mr. Alexander's testi
mony, as follows: 

"Mr. ALEXANDER. Then the Federal Emer
gency Relief Administration had attempted 
to aid some of those people who had been on 
relief to move onto farms and into commu
nities where they could maintain them
selves. There were 34 of these projects in 
various stages of development when they 
were handed over to us (p. 1287) ." 

The Resettlement Administration was 
placed in charge of Prof. Rexford G. Tug
well, whose philosophy is well known. 

Later, Mr. Alexander testified that about 
40 of .such projects were started by the Re
settlement Administration. (P. 1093, hear
ings, House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
1939 agricultural appropriation bill.) 
Bankhead-Janes Act prooides for liquidation 

of projects 
The Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act, ap

proved July 22, 1937, contained a provision 
for the liquidation of these projects, with 
provision for the completion and management 
until such time as they could be liquidated. 

That it was the intention and desire of 
Congress to liquidate these projects, and that 
this was the ultimate purpose of this provi
sion of the Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act 
are evident from the statements of members 
of the Appropriations Committee and from 
admissions in the testimony of Farm Security 
Administration officials. In 1942 Farm Ad
ministration Administrator, C. B. Baldwin 
testified: 

"Mr. TARVER. I do not at the moment recall 
exactly the language of section 43 of title 4 
of the Bankhead-Janes Farm T~nant Act. Do 

. you have that language before you? 
"Mr. BALDWIN. No, sir; I do not, Mr. Chair

man. 
"Mr. TARVER. Give the substance of its pro

visions. 
"Mr. BALDWIN. As I recall the act, this au

thorizes the ·appropriation of funds for carry
ing out of certain management and other ac
tivities on projects that had been inherited by 
the Resettlement Administrator. 

"Mr. TARVER. Well, it contemplated the 
liquidation of these projects? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. The liquidation of these 
projects and the management of them. The 
management of them in various ways; yes, 
sir." (P. 223, hearings, House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 1943 agricultural appro-
priation bill.) · 

It is further significant that after the pas
sage of the Bankhead-Janes Act in 1937 there 
was inserted an item i~ the 1939 agricultural 
appropriation bill which was considered by 
Congress in 1938. This item was officially 
designated a.s follows: "Liquidation and man
agement of resettlement projects." . The 
chairman of the subcommittee, Congressman 
CLARENCE CANNON, described it as follOWS in 
the hearings: 

"Mi-. CANNON. The next item covers liqui
dation and management of resettlement proj
ects and is as follows: 

"'To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to 
carry out the provisions of section 43 of title 
IV of the Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act, 
approved July 22, 1937 (50 Stat. 522- 533), in
cluding the employment of persons and 
means, in the District of Columbia and else
where, as authori:zed by said act, $2,000,000.' " 
(P. 1089, hearings, House Appropriations Sub-

committee on 1939 agricultural appropriation 
bill .) 

The official justification of estimate sub
mitted in behalf of this proposed item by the 
Farm Security Administration stated: 

"The 1939 estimate provides for a new ap
propriation of $2,000,000 for liquidating and 
managing reset,tlement projects, which have 
been financed-heretofore entirely under emer
gency funds." (P. 1089, hearings.) 
Farm Securi ty Administration took over Re

settlement Administration 
In January 1937 the Resettlement Admin

istration was moved to the United States De
partment of Agriculture and was operated as 
an agency of that Department. In Septem
ber 1937 this agency was converted into the 
Farm Secur_tty Administration. (Testimony 
of W. W. Alexander, Farm Security Adminis
trator, p. 1094, Hearings, House Appropria-

. tions Subcommittee on agricultural appro
priation bill for 1939.) 
Repeated instructions by Congress and prom

ises by Farm Securi ty Administration Offi
cials to liquidate these projects 
Farm Security Administration officials have 

been admonished repeatedly by members of 
the Appropriations Committee and Farm Se
curity Admi:listration officials .have repeatedly 
promised during the consideration of their 
appropriations to liquidate these projects. 
The following significant excerpts are quoted 
from the testimony on appropriations Te
quested for this purpose: 

In 1938, Farm Security Administrator Alex
ander testified: 

"Mr. UMSTEAD. • I assume there-
fore that the items covered on the justifica
tion sheet referred to either will have been 
completed by the end of the present fiscal 
year or there will \)e funds available from 
the estimated 1938 allocations to enable you 
to finish those projects? 

"Mr. ALE~ANDER. We expect to get .them 
completed by the 1st of July, sir. We are not 
asking for money for further expansion of 
these projects." (P. 1094, Hearings, House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 1939 agri
cultural appropriation bill.) 

In 1939, Assistant Administrator of the 
Farm Security Administration, Mr. Baldwin, 
testified: 

"Mr. BALDWIN. The purpose of 
this appropriation is to enable us to furnish 
management and collection services, technical 
services, and supervision of land development 

·and property maintenance. 
"Mr. CANNON. There is no extension or 

expansion of any kind; it is merely a process 
of eventual liquidation? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. Eventual liquidation and 
management; yes, sir. · 

"Mr. DIRKSEN. By liquidation you mean 
what? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. For instance, Mr. Dirksen, 
in the last year, or little over a year, we have 
actually disposed of 2,559 properties--indi
vidual units. 

"Mr. DIRKSEN. You have sold them. 
"Mr. BALDWIN. We have sold them; yes. 

And that process will be continued. We do 
not think it is well for us to move too fast, 
because we have not had enough experience 
with some of the people located there to know 
whether they will make good owners or not.'' 
(P. 1188, Hearings, House Appropriations Sub
committee on 1940 agricultural appropriation 
bill.) 

The obvious conclusion to be drawn from 
this testimony is that Congress intended for 
the Farm Security Administration to close 
out these projects by means of individual 
sales and that the Farm Security Adminis
tration officials pledged Congress to sell out 
these projects as rapidly as fees:ble . In 
view of the fact that these statements were 
made in connection with the appropriation 
of funds for this work, such pledges are all 
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. the more significant and binding, as an obli· 

gation on the part of the Farm Security 
Administration; 

Again in 1940, Assistant Farm Security Ad· 
ministration Administrator Baldwin testified: 

"Mr. CANNON. When do you expect to com
plete liquidation of these projects? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. Well, Mr. Cannon, there 
- were 160 of these projects, and we are moving 

as rapidly in that direction as we can, but it 
is going to require several years to liquidate 
these properties. I would not care to venture· 
an answer as to just how long." (P. 967, 
hearings, House· Appropriations Subcommit· 

· tee, on 1941 agricultural appropriation bill.) 
Again in 1942; Farm Security . Administra

tion Administrator Baldwin testified: 
"Mr. LEAVY. And it is your intention and 

your policy and part of your program to 
liquidate them? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. Yes, sir." (P. 268, hearings, 
House Appropriations Subcommittee, 1943 ag
ricultural appropriation bill.) 
EXPANSION INSTEAD OF LIQUIDATION OF THESE 

PROJECTS 
Notwithstanding the repeated admonitions 

from Congress and the repeated assurances' 
given to Congress when additional appropri· 
ations were requested from Congress for this 
work from ye·ar to year, ·as indicated above, 
the record discloses that the number, acreage 
of land, number of family units to be pro
Vided for, and the Government's investment 
was increased. Instead of liquidating these 
projects, the Farm Security Administration 
actually extended the scope _and extent· of 
the Government's operations ,and invest
ment. It would appear that this 'has been 
done under the guise of completing projects 
and management of projects. 

After the passage of the Bankhead-Janes 
Act in 1937 and the insertion of the appro-

, priation item for "Liquidation and manag'3·· 
ment of resettlement projects" in estimates 
for ·the fiscal year 1939, Farm Security Ad
ministrator told Congress, as quoted above 
that they expected to complete all these 
projects by the. 1st of July 1938, and added: 
"We are not asking for money for further 
expansion of these projects." (P. 1094, hear
ings.) 

Assistant ·Administrator Baldwin likewise 
told Congress in 1938 _fhere would ·be no ex-' 
tension or expansion of any kind. · He ·sai.d :

"Mr. CANNON. There is no extension or ex
pansion of any ·kind; it is merely a process ·of 
eventual liquidation. 

"Mr. BALDWIN. Eventual liquidation and 
management; yes; sir." · tP. 1188, ;hearings;
House Appropriations Subcommittee,1939 ag~ 
ricultural appropriation ·bill.)• ' 

· The addition of the words "and . manage
ment" to Mr. Baldwin!s reply to Gongressman 
CANNON's question -is of particular- signifi
cail.ce! as it sheds light on the apparent pur-. 
pose which even then seeins to have begun to 
take form, namely to" see · to it that ·the orig• 

. . inal-purpose-of these' -resettlem~n 1i ·pt"ojects ·be 
continued in one way ·or another anCI ·tnat -th~ 
Farm. Security Administration · maintain -its 

.-- management or controL o.r . &uperv..ision ·over 
-- t _hem o.ver a .very long:period· of years, or- even' 

indefinitely;. : · .· . ·; ·- · _ : _- :·: - _· ;.· · _ ;· ~ : : 
I_t is obvious, however, 'fr.om .the> testimo~i 

given at· -that time; that: Congress:- was Hid .tO: 
·- believe· that ·these projects. would: not be exJ 
· "panded and would pe· disposed of by ~sale and 

the Government's in:~estnient liquidated· ·as 
rapidly as possible. 

What is the record?. 
In 1942, Farm Security Adm_inistratm: ·Bald

win, .after 4 additional · years of ·liqU-idation 
and management of these pt;ofects, was asked 
for an accounting. Members of the House 
Appropriations Conimi1;tee, :during :its con.! 
sideration of · Farm~ Security.. Administration 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1943 r-e
quested full information -with resp.ect·to the 
status of these projects to be inserted· in th~ 

record of the hearings. In response to the 
request of Chairman TARVER, Mr. ~aldwin in
serted the following information: 

"The total acreage transferred from the 
predecessor organization to tlle Farm .Secu
i-ity Administration was 753,408 acres. 

"The total acreage of projects which have 
not been fully conveye or sold is 954,670 
acres. However, of this acreage, 29,226 acres 
have been sold in individual farm units to 
individual farm families." (P. 223, vol. II, 
House Appropriation Subcommittee hearings, 
1943, agricuitural appropriation bill.) 
. Thus the total acrea'ge in these projects, 
while they were supposed to be under liqui
dation by Farm Secui:ity Administration, was 

- expanded from 753,408 acres to 954,670 acres, 
an increase of approximately 200,000 acres. 
This does not include lands already conveyed 
to Homestead Associations, etc., under the 
proce~s of "liquidation." This would appear 
to indicate that the expansion of land acqui-' 
sitions by Farm Security Administration 
might exceed 200,000 substantially during 
that 4-year period of liquidation. 

Furthermore, a comparison of tb.e data 
submitted by Farm Security Administration 
officials at the request of members of the 
House Appropriations Coihmittee during the 
hearings op. the 1943 Agricultural Appropri
ations bill (p. 228, insert No. 1) with earlier 
testimony of Farm Security Administration 
officials yield further significant informa
tion: 

In ,1937, Farm Security Administrator tes
tified that 50 projects were inherited from 
the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, that 

acreage of land aggregating 970,394 acres. 
The following is quoted: 

"At the present time, there are a total of 
193 projects under the administrative juris
diction of ·the. Farm Security Administration. 
The projects· are scattered throughout the 
United States in nearly all States, crop areas, 
.anti climates. 

"Of the 193 projects there are 72 commu
nity projects, 30 subsistence homesteads proj
ects, 3 suburban resettlement projects,. 6 
stranded group projects, and 82 scattered 
farms projects. A total of $135,189,835.47 has 
been expended in the purchase of land for, 

· and in the development of, these 193 projects. 
This includes all e~pe_nditures made by ... all 
prlor. Federal agencies, State emergency relief, 
and rural rehabilitation corporations, and the 
Farm-Security Administration. Of this total 
cost. $30,294,210.58 was expended for the 
purchase of 940,394 acres of land on which 
the projects are located. All other costs of 
developing these projects totaled $104,895,-
624 .89. The projects as now complete consist 
of 14,703 family units." (P. 108, hearings, 
House Appropriations Subcommittee, 1942 
agricultural appropriation bill.) 

By June 30, 1941, a further expans!on of 
these 193 projects had been made to accom
modate 15,169 family units, at a cost of $30,· 
321,918.50 ·for land' totaling 961,094 acres, 
which together with other development costs 

. aggregating $105,815,062.34, brought the total 
investment to $136,136,980.84. (Insert No. 1, 
facing p. 226, hearings. val. II, House Appro
priations Committee, 1943 agricultural appro-
_Priation bill.) · . 

34 projects were inherited from the Fed- Methods of liquidation 
eral Emergency Relief Administration. (Pp. The manner in . wh_ich the liquidation of 
1286-1287, hearings, House Appropriation Sub- these projects has been carried out un-to-
committee on 1938 agricultural appropriation date could scarcely be called a bona· fide 
bill). In 1938 Mr. Alexander testified that liquidation in the ordinary interpretation of 
about 40 of such projects were started by the that term as evidently construed by Congress. 
Resettlement Administration, which agency Instead of selling these properties outright 
was later taken over by Farm Security Ad- to bona fide purchasers, either as a whole or 
ministration. This makes a total of 124 in individual units to responsible purchasers 
projects which were reported to Congress up on a basis that would relieve the · Government 
to 1938. · from further participation or control or 

"Aithough · Farm Security Administration supervision of such properties, they have been. 
offiCials told Congress in 1938 that they ex- handled or disposed ·of in various :ways, with 
pected to complete all projects by July ·1, · the apparent objective· of continuing . experi-
1938, and· that no money -was asked for fur- ments in collective farming -on an expanded 
ther expansion of ex~sting projects, the. offi-. scale, of ma-intaining the Government's in-
cial Justification of Estim-ate submitted by vest~ent fo:r; a long period of time, or for an 
Faqn Security Administration in -support -of. i~~_e_finite period, and ~aintaining a system 

·its app_ropi-iation for· this work for ·tne fiscal . of s1,1pervision or contrql-o_ver these properties 
· year 1940, which was imbmitted.to Congress and the clie~ts operating them for a very long 
-in 1939, stated: · · peri<;>d_ 9f _ti~e; if :not indefinitely. -

· · · "The · current: construction and develop~ , -As shown · by--the foregoing excerpts frcm 
ment program, · which is virtually completed, :the -·heal'ings of· the -Appropriations coin-
consists of- more than 140 projects located mittee, - it is · clearly evident · that -Congress 
throughout the continental . United States, inte_nded:t:l;lat thel;le -properties ShQUld be com-
providing homesteads . for . approximately pletely · disposed . of and the Government's 
14,000 families." . (P.. 1187, hearings.) _ inter~st ~Iiminate~ ~.s.' SQQn. _as practi.cable. : 

By another year, ~; fui'_ther expans~on pad - A .number. ·of ; the_s~ project!> ha,ve be_e_n 
·taken place_.· -Acco~dii.1g to the official -justifii transferred ~o __ Homestead Associations. • . It 
cation- of. estiP1ates fcir ~ 1941 submitFed by · appears , that in ·such cases corporations are 
Farm Security-Administration• in 1940 in su_p.: organizectc by--Farm~ Seeui:ity · A-dm-inistration 

: p(!)rt ·af · its : request~d. appropriation, -- ~ppears •· known as .Homestead .As·sociatiorts; and ~tJ:lat 
.this .statement.: , · ··: ·-·- . -~ •. · -~ ~ . -- ~ ; _tbe . prop:erties : a..re: transf-erred-,by> Farm Se-

-· -!'The _current construction .and _ deve_i9P1 cm"-ity' Administration to: such a_ssociations -in 
. ment. .progr.am, which is vlrtu~lly .. cpmplet~d; -.many _· case~. 1f."not ~11-. without al:ly. __ dqwn 
. consists. of inore ,than -1,60 . proj.~c_t£ loc.a:t;eci _paym.en,t a~g in: ~ome _ins_tl\nces.-at: le~!lt· s:qp
- th~ughou_t- the:_c.ontinental .UnJtect ~t~:t;_-est · · ple~-en:_ted ~y_adEJitioJl,!i.L-lo.an~- J~· ~p_eratJng 
· .ph:iv'fd.irtg · ·; .:qom:esteads.: -:: :f.or :..apprQxi~at~ly .e~p~Jl$ef?: J;n, ·a : l~rge _n~mber'~of ·cases· th~se 

16,000 · families.'~ (P. 968; hear111gs, Ho~se projects - have : be~!\ tra:nsfel'ied . to such 
:Appropriations: Sub.com:q~tttee,- '19_41· agricul~ :_ assocla.tions; a;t s_ate_s pr}ces; u; they can ·prop- · 
tural :appropriation bill.) · . i . e:~;ly; _be ·constdered >as,. bona., fide sales; whi_<!h-
-- A cdmplete list · of . all . tbe projects _-from . a~e ~far: b~Jow yh§ ~ Goyer_nm~nt's - 4lvest~ent. 

_ th~ir inception,.tbe .-eapitaliz~q y~;~.lue, ap.~- ~he . for ~:l_l:a,mple, ·Mr.. ~aldwin told the Hoqse 
disposition made, of .them, was inserted -by App_ropr~;:tti<?~s - -_ f?ubcomJ:nittee_ during . tts 

- req1iest of c'opgress~an· J;)mKSEN in . the-i941 :pearii_lgs . OP., :th~ 1,941) ag~ic~l tural appropria-
hearings. _ (~. 978-981.) · · · ; · tiQns bil) (P- . ~~8~) :that _ ~~n th~ last year, or 
, By anotlier year; a-furthet: expansion- had little over ·a year, we have actually disposed 

taJ{en· place, According to the official just!~ of 2,559 · propertieg.:...,_individual units." The 
fication submitted by Farm Security Admin-:- plain inference too be drawn-from this state-
istrnti~n in 1941 in ·s1..1pport of its)942 app~o-:- - _- ment would.be that individual units had -been 
priations; the total numper_ of -p:~;ojects ~ad sold, by _-the F~rl!i - Sec;urity Ad~inis~ration ; to 
been expended tQ :193 p~ojects · wi~b a. tota~ ~nd~vidu~l p~r~~~s. thereby ell~inating -ple 
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Government's investment and terminating 
the collectivized project ~dea, so far as these 
units were concerned. 

But when Mr. Baldwin was requested to 
submit further information concerning these 
sales he inserted in the record a statement 
which contained .the following significant 
information: 

"With · very few exceptions, however, the 
individual sales price of each of these units 
has been equal to the cost of the farm site 
plus the cost of any improvements made 
thereon. These farm sites are sold under a 
contract providing for the payment of the 
purchase price in equal annual installments 
over a period of 40 years. It is our policy to 
offer these farm sites to our rural rehabilita
tion farm clients and in conjunction with the 
sale of the farm to consider and provide for 
his other rehabilitation needs. 

"To date the following 14 projects have 
been sold and conveyed under sales contracts 
to incorporated homestead projects" (p. 
1189). 

The list appended thereto showed that the 
development cost to the Government of these 
14 projects totaled $3,383,029 and the "selling 
prices" to these homestead associations 
totaled ~1.958,388. In addition, it is admitted 
that in some cases, the selling prices by the 
associations to individual purch11sers of some 
of these units was less than this cost. 

Thus, instead of an outright sale by the 
Farm Security Administration of 2,559 
properties to that many individuals, these 
properties were grouped into 14 projects and 
these properties transferred to homestead 
associations, which in turn were to Eell in
dividual units on a 40-year-repayment· basis. 
Mr. Baldwin later testified that in the case 
of sales to homestead associations it is neces
sary for the Farm Security Administration to 
maintain management supervision to see to 
it that sales are not made less than the prices 
set by Farm Security Administration· on 
the individual units. Thus, this method of 
"liquidation" serves the dual purpose of per
petuating the cooperative farming project 
idea and making necessary to maintenance 
of a staff of managers by the Farm Seeuri ty 
Administration to supervise these projects. 

A revised list of projects that have been 
conveyed to homestead associations was in
serted in the record of the hearings of the 
House Appropriations Committee on the 1943 
agricultural appropriation bill. Thls state
ment showed that 18 projects had been trans
ferred at sales prices which totaled $2,627,989, 
whereas, the total Government investment in 
these properties amounted to$---. 

That the real purposes in this method of 
liquidation was to continue to carry on in 
another form, these cooperative farming or 
resettlement projects so as to carry out their 
original purposes, with little or no consid
eration to the amount of the Government's 
investment, and to continue indefinitely the 
Government's management responsibilities, 
is indicat~d by the following statement 6f Mr. 
Baldwin during the 1943 hearings: 

"Mr.· LEAVY. And it is the plan to liquidate 
them so far as the Government is concerned? 

"Mr. BALDWIN. To liquidate them insofar as · 
is possible, Judge Leavy. However, the Gov- · 
ernment will continue to have an invest
ment. We will continue to have certain man
agement responsibilities that will continue 
indefinitely; for one reason, because of our
creditor relationship, because you cannot, you · 
just do not, dispose of these things and for- . 
get about them. It is not a matter of cash 
transaction and there is effort being made to 
carry out the purpose for which they were 
originally built. We think that should not be 
lost sight of." (P. 239, Hearings, 1943 agricul
tural appropriation bill, House Appropriations 
Committee). . 

Another method of "liquidation" has been 
to lease some of these projects to community 
farm cooperatives. In several of these 

projects they are operated on a communal 
basis, in whole or in part, wherein the occu
pants engage in collective farming, produc
ing crops in common. These collective farm
ing associations which have· been organized 
presumably for this purpose by Farm Security 
Administration are given leases on these 
properties for varying periods of time, some of 
them running for nearly 100 years. At the 
request of Congressman TARVER, Mr. Baldwin 
submitted for the record a list of these leases, 
which reveals that one lease expires October 
21, 2037; another December 31, 2038; another 
December 31, 1979; another Deceq1ber 31, 
2038; another March 31, 2042; and another 
January 1, 2038. (Seep. 257, Hearings, House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 1943 agri
cultural appropriation bill.) 

With leases entered into for nearly 100 
years, it is obvious that this method of 
liquidation will assure that the Farm 
Security Administration will have manage
ment and supervision responsibilities for an 
indefinite period. This is a very clever 
scheme to assure continuation of these col
lective-farming projects and at the same time 
to provide a reason for continuing the Farm 
Security Administration organization to su
pervise these projects. Obviously, this is 
not liquidation in the ordinary meaning of 
the term. 

The House Appropriations Committee in 
its report to the House commented on the 
collective-farming experiments being carried 
on by Farm Security Administration, as fol
lows: 

"The Administration is also carrying on ex
periments in collective farming under a plan 
which appears to resemble the practice 
of collective farming in Comm:unist Russia. 
The committee believes this is wholly con
trluy to the spirit and the genius of the 
American way of life, and ought to be 
stopped." (P. 21, report on 1943 agricultural 
appropriation bill.) 
. An example of these collective-farming 
projects is the Lake Dick project in Arkansas. 
The following information with respect to 
this project and the way it has been liqui
dated is taken from information obtained 
from Mr. Baldwin by the House Appropria
tions Subcommittee o;n the 1943 agricultural 
appropriation bill: 

Mr. Baldwin revealed that "the first year 
of oi>eration there were 65 farm families in 
residence on Lake Dick. There are only 
26 families there now" (p. 242). There are 
4,523 acres in the entire project (p. 243). 
This tract, which cost the Government $126,-
000 for the land and $545,000 for improve· 
ments, or a total investment of $671,000, ·was 
turned over to a farm-operating cooperative 
organized by the Farm Security Adminis· 
tration, and composed of persons residing on 
the project. They put no money in it. In · 
addition, they were advanced $93,000 as an 
operating loan, out of which they bought 
equipment and furnished advances to the 
residents for food and subsiEtence. Mr. Bald· 
win testified that they had paid no interest, 
that the interest was waived fol" the first 3 
years "because they were unable to . make 
a payment," and that up until . 1943, after 
more · than 3 years of operation, none of the 
advances for subsistence had been repaid 
''because the association has not been until 
this year able to pay them" (pp. 245-246). 

The project was leased to this association 
for 5 years on the basis of the cash equivalent 
of one-fourth of the cotton and cottonseed, 
and a third of all the crops," Mr. Baldwin 
stated. But when asked to supply informa
tion as to the amount received as rental, 
he inserted a statement which gave the crop . 
production for 1940 .but stated that the in
formation for 1938 and 1939 was "not avail- ' 
able." This is a remarkable situation, 
when the agency responsibility for adminis
tering and safeguarding the Government's 
investment in a 4,523-acre project in which 

the Government had $671,000 invested, does 
not have available the crop production after 
more than 2 years have elapsed (p. 247). · 

Mr. Baldwin further revealed that under 
this ccllective-farming plan there is· no way 
by which the individuals who go on these 
lands can .purchase the land under their con
tract; they go out there and use the lands 
in common and share the proceeds in com
mon according to the amount of labor de
voted to the farming operations by each of 
the individuals who are located on the lands. 
In direct response to such inquiry, Mr. Bald
win stated: "It is a joint enterprise of that 
type; yes, sir" (p. 248). 

ILLEGAL .PURCHASES OF LAND FOR RELOCATION 
PROJECTS 

Instead of really liquidating all resettle
ments projects, the Farm Security Adminis
tration has embarked upon another far
reaching program of developing additional 
projects for relocation of farm families dis
placed by defense projects. The nature of 
these projects as described by the House 
Appropriations Committee in its report on 
the 1943 agricultural appropriation bill. 

Chairman TARVER submitted a transcript 
of Mr. Baldwin's testimony with respect to 
these projects to . the (Jomptroller General, 
who, after investigation, ruled that the 
Farm Security Administration had no legal 
authority to make loans to these various 
"relocation corporations" which were organ
ized by employees of the Farm Security 
Administration for the purpose of buying 
land, utilizing the rural rehabilitation loan 
funds for this purpose. The Comptroller 
General of the United States said that these 
undertakings were of a type which "clearly 
resembles the resettlement projects of a type, 
the prosecution of which was restricted by 
section 43 of the Bankhead-Janes Farm Ten
ant Act." 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to 
present to the Senate now copies of a crop 
and cattle mortgage to show the method 
of operation of the F. S. A. This relates 
to a loan to Samuel Wert Johnson, of 
Greensboro, Ala., Hale County. These are 
the official copies, taken from the court 
house, showing that a client of F. H. A. 
"made one loan, and .then made other 
loans in order to pay the interest on the 
loan he had already gotten. 

This man, Samuel Wert Johnson, made 
his first loan in 1935. Then on the 15th 
of March 1939 he had a total loan of 
$732.72. The security for that loan was a 
mare mule named "Kate," a horse mule 
named "Jim," a cow named "Nancy," a 
heifer, 1 plow, and 1 wagon. That was 
the security given for a loan of $732.72. 

On the 1st of May 1940 the same man 
increased his loan to $903.4.4 and gave a 
new deed of trust, and included in the 
deed of trust $56.59 of interest which he 
owed. He still had the mare mule named 
."Kate," but the horse mule named "Jim" 
had disappeared somewhere, was not 
there. He had the cow named ."Nancy" 
and another named "TinY," and a calf, 
along with some second-hand farm ma
chinery, which would probably be worth 
practically nothing if put up for sale. 
Let us put the value at $100. That was 
the security. 

The same man gave another deed of 
trust on June 6, 1941. This time he in
creased the loan to $1,220.18. The cow 
named "Nancy" was still there, but both 
the mules, the mare mule named "Kate," 
and the horse mule named "Jim," had 
gone somewhere else, because they we~e 
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not included in the deed of trust. He 
then had a horse named "Harry" and a 
mare mule named "Stocking Feet." He 
still had some farm machinery. 

These loans were supposed to be made 
in order to rehabilitate farmers, to put 
them on a self -supporting basis. This 
man got his first loan in 1935, then it was 
gradually increased year by year until he 
owed $1,220.28 on the 6th of June 1941, 
with 1 cow, 1 calf, 1 horse, and 1 mule 
as security, along with some second-hand 
farm machinery. That demonstrates 
that the Farm Security makes additional 
loans in order to pay interest ana to con
tinue the loans the clients now have. 

Furthermore, out of the $18,000,000 of
grants to this organization last year, 
eight and a half million was given to the 
same people who had made rehabilitation 
loans. In other words, grants were given 
to those who owed money, al!ld ' no one 
can say to what extent the loans, when 
they are repaid, are paying off b~7 grants. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in
serted a list showing the use of grants to 
repay loans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
.follows: 

USE OF GRANTS TO REPAY LOANS 

In addition to rehabilitation and tenant 
purehase loans, which are &upposed to be re
paici, the Farm Security Administration makes 
grants which are not repayable. Funds have 
been made available by Congress for grants 
to relieve destitution, to enable the Farm 
Security Administration to meet emergency 
situations. such as result from crop failures 
and floods . and to provide for medical care in 
emPrgencies. In actual practice, however, the 
Farm Security Administration appears to use 
gratJts as a means of balancing its borrowers' 
farm and home plans. That is, the grants 
are frequently used to improve a borrower's 
financial condition or enable him to repay a 
part of his loan. 

Mr. Baldwin attempted to answer this 
charge by saying that total repayments have 
grea.tly exceeded the grants made to bor
rowers. This evades the issue. The Farm 
Bureau did not charge that all loans were re
paid by grants. It merely said that grants 
were in some cases used to reduce indebted
ness and improve the client's financial posi
tion. 

The evidence that this has been done still 
stands. 

Writing from Mississippi, Mr. Carr says: 
"In the State of Mississippi the grant check 

is openly used as a means of improving the 
fin::tncial status of clients. Grant checks are 
not issued the first year a man becomes a 
client, regardless of how poor· he is or how 
great ·his needs are. 

"The grant check is supposed to be given 
for canning equipment, food, clothing, per
sonal and medical expenses, etc. This money 
is p1aced in the bank account with the other 
moneys and is not distributed or disbursed by 
the county home supervisor or the assistant 
county supervisor, who are the only persons 
who call upon the client and judicate . his 
needs as far as the above-mentioned items 
are concerned." 

Mr. Baldwin has not attempted to explain 
why grants are not issued until after a man 
has been a client for a year. If Farm Security 
Administration is only dealing with· people 
who cannot get credit elsewhere and is re
habHitating them, it would seem they should 
be much less in need of charity after having 
had the advantages of Farm Security Admin
istration supervision for a year. 

Concerning this, Mr. Carr writes: . 
"It was admitted by a Farm Security Ad

ministration employee with whom I talked 
that the grant check was used for the soie 
purpose of improving the financial status of 
clients, inasmuch as these people needed food, 
medical aid, clothing, personal items, and 
canning equipment much worse when they 
were taken over by the Farm Security Ad
ministration than they did in later years." 

In his report from Alabama, Mr. Carr de
_scribed a number of specific cast;s where 
grants were u sed to improve the client's 
financial position and not to relieve destitu
tion. 

Joe Davis, of Tyler, Ala., became a Farm 
Security Administration client in 1939. At 
that time he received a loan of $257. In 1940 
he was given a loan of $191.25, and a grant t'f 
$84.40. In an interview Mr. Davis stated 
that his mode of living was the same in 1940 
as it was in 1939. He stated further that a 
he needed any help of the type for which 
grant payments are supposed to be made he 
certainly needed it in 1939 but he did not 
receive a grant check at all that year. 

Ed Lewis, a client of the Farm Security 
Administration, and a member of the Black 
Belt Leasing Cooperative, Hale County, Ala., 
borrowed $2,406.50 from Farm Security Ad
ministration over a period of 3 years andre
paid $1.63.46 in that time. In these 3 years 
he was given grant checks totaling $380. In 
all he received $2,786.50. The fact that a $30 
grant was made in 1939 (his first year) and 
grants of $165 in 1940 and $185 in 1941 shows 
very clearly that the grant checks are used 
to decrease the amount of indebtednESs of 
delinquent borrowers. If grants were made 
solely to relieve destitution the largest check 
would have been issued in 1939 when Lewis 
first became a client as he was certainly in 
greater need at that time. Asked to comment 
on his situation Mr. Lewis stated that he 
knew he could never pay off his indebted
ness, but. that he thought he would stick an
other year or maybe longer if he could get by. 

Neither of the above cases has been refuted 
by Mr. Baldwin. 

Additional evidence, if any is needed, is 
contained in a letter which was written to 
Sandy Garrett, a Farm Security Administra
tion client at Childersburg, Ala, by A. M. 
Hocutt, Jr., county rural rehabilitation super
visor. This letter reads in part as follows: 

"We have requested a grant for you in the 
amount of $99. You should receive this check 
within a few days. The check will come di-

. rectly to you. When the check comes be sure 
to bring it to the Farm Security Adminis
tration office and we will deposit it with your 
loan check. This grant was necessary to 
balance your 1940 farm plan." 

(A copy of the 'letter is attached.) 
This letter clearly stated that the "grant 

was necessary to balance your 1940 farm 
plan." It doesn't say anything about reliev
ing destitution, meeting an emergency, or 
providing medical care for the client's family . 
This checks with Mr. Carr's finding that--

"In making up this farm and home plan 
the first thing that is done is to estimate 
the amount of money the client will need as 
against prior indebtedness. The grant check 
is then used as a method to balance this 
farm and home plan, and, consequently, re
duce the indebtedness." 

Further evidence is contained in a state
ment made to Mr. Carr by George Fuller, rural 
free delivery No.2, Tf:.lledega, Ala. Mr. FUller 
says: 

"I got •on the Government' in 1938. I had 
enough money left over each year for the 
past 3 years. I was told by the Farm Security 

· Administration to bring the grant checks to 
them and they would put them in the bank 

. with the rest of my money and then use it 
to pay off my payment to the Govern
ment. 

"I haven't been able to make a crop because 
the Farm Security Administration doesn't 

give me my money to plant the crop until 3 
months after it should have been planted." 

. A similar case is that of Will Knight of 
Burkville, Ala., who told Mr. Carr that: 

"I have received grant checks each year. 
Mr. Sallee of the Farm Security Administra
tion told me to sign the grant checks and 
give them back and they would be put in the 
bank and used to pay off my payments when 
they became due." 

Mr. Carr also reports that in Alabama
"There are also the so-called work grants. 

This is a means of improving the status of the 
borrower by paying him for some supposed 

' labor. Grant check given in this type of case 
does not cover material but is the labor 
alone. * * * Willis Ellis first became a 
client in 1941. He borrowed $340.50. Prior 
to the time he became a client through some 
bad luck, he became indebted in the amount 
of $170. * * * The Farm Security Admin
istration sent him a letter • • • stating 
that he should put up shelves for canning, 
put up garden fence, and repair the fence 
for the lot. For this work he was paid the 
sum of $103.80 by grant check. • • • 1 
took a statement from Mr. Ellis. • • 
He states that he already had a good garden 
fence as well as shelves for canned goods, and 
that he repaired the lot fence in about an 
hour. For this work he was given $103.80, 
which is a rather high· price for day labor 
in Alabama-or anywhere else. Mr.. Ellis 
never saw the grant check, and he couldn't 
understand how it was deposited in his bank 
account without his signature." 

Reporting on his findings in Arkansas, Mr. 
Carr says: 
. "The grant check is used in Arkansas to 

improve the status of delinquent borrowers 
in practically the same manner it is used in 
the State of Alabama. 

"At the time the farm and home plan is 
made up and an estimate as to the amount 
of ·money a client will need is arrived at, the 
grant check is then used as a means of bal
ancing this amount with prior indebted
ness. • • • 

"The grant check is sent to the client who 
end<ilrses it and turns it back to the Farm 
Security Administration. The check is then 
placed in his bank account with the rest of 
his money and is used for whatever purposes 
is found necessary. 

''Its effect in reducing indebtedness is two
fold. In the first place, the client doesn't 
have to borrow as much money as he would 
without the grant check, and in the second 
place grant-check money can be used to pay 
off his indebtedness." 
INSTANCES OF REFUSAL TO ACCEPT PAYMENT OR 

RETURN OVERPAYMENTS 

In its investigation the Farm Bureau found 
that in a number of complaints Farm Security 
Administration officials have refused to accept 
the repayment of indebtedness in full or 
have kept overpayments without the con
sent of the client. Apparently such practices 
are used to keep the individual as a client 
und-er the supervision of the Farm Security 
Administration, under the claim that his 
reh~bilitation is not yet completed. 

In Louisiana Mr. Carr found that
"There are numerous instances of at

tempted payment on the part of clients and 
refusal on the part of Farm Security Admin
istration to take the money. Mr. T. C. Gist, 
tried to. pay his note three times. They took 
it the third time after he had been advised 
by an attorney as to what steps to take. 

"Mr. J. W. Martin tried twice to pay off 
his indebtedness. The Farm Security Ad
ministration refused to take the money and 
also refused to give a reason as to why they 
don't tai.:e it. He also retained an attorney, 
made the offer to pay the money in legal 
tender in the presence of witnesses and then 
they accepted it." 

In Mississippi Mr. Carr found that-- · 
"Some clients have found it necessary to 

get lawyers to assure themselves of obtaining 
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credit for cotton which they sold. They pro
duce the slip they received when they hauled 
in the cotton but were never given credit for 
1t in their accounts with the Farm Security 
Administration." · 

Mr. Carr also "found several instances [in 
Mississippi] where landlords had gone to the 
Farm Security Administration and attempted 
to pay up a client's rehabilitation loans and 
they were refused the right to pay this." 

Apparently the Farm Security Administra
tion is more interested in keeping clients on 
its rolls than in receiving repayments on its 
loans. 

Concerning overpayments, Mr. Carr writes 
from Mississippi as follows: 

"There were numerous other cases where 
the client's check was for a larger amount 
than the payment due the Farm Security 
Administration. This difference was ltept by 
the Farm Security Administration and the 

. client's account credited with an overpay
ment. The overpayment · remains as such 
during the following year. In the meantime 
client is loaned such sum as he needs to carry 
on his operation for the hext year. I can see 
no reasonable explanation for this. The only 
thing it accomplishes is that it keeps the 
clients on the Farm Security Administration 
rolls and enables the Farm Security Admin
istration to spend more money. In some 
cases this works a very distinct hardship. 

"I am enclosing a farm-and-home plan of 
Nero Tyler, Jonestown, Miss., marking it "Ex
hibit 4," which shows in 1941 he. was to make 
a payment to the Farm Security Administra
tion in the amount of $732.56, his _cotton 
check amounted to over $900. After the de
duction was made for cash rent and after a 
$30 mule waiver, this entire sum was credited 
to his account, the difference being shown as 
•overpayme~t,' he could not get the 
money. * • • I also was told of another 
case of a tenant-purchase client by the name 
of Mr. Chalmers Hill, who resided in the same 
county. He had a scheduled payment due of 
$920. His check amounted to almost $1,300, 
the difference was shown as 'overpayment' 
Without the consent of the client." 

All of these cases were placed before either 
the Joint Committee on the Reduction of 
Nonessential Expenditures or ;the House Ap
propriations Committee, so they were avail
able to Mr. Baldwin. No attempt was made to 
refute any of these cases except that of Nero 
Tyler. Referring to this case Mr. Baldwin 
merely said, "We have no record that he was 
dissatisfied with the repayments required of 
him." Obviously this is not a conclusive 
answer. 

Concerning the general charge that Farm 
Security Administration has in some in
stances refused to accept payment in full or 
refund overpayments, Mr. Baldwin admits, 
"There may be instances of this," although he 
stated, "I would · not approve the practice." 
(P. 769, pt. 2 of the House Hearings on the 
1943 agricultural appropriation bill.) Never
theless Mr. Baldwin admitted that some
times they don't think a .family is "com
pletely rehabilitated" even though tt · is in a 
position to repay its loan. The inference is 
that it is Farm Security Administration's 
policy to try to keep such families on its 
rolls. 

Mr. Carr reported instances wherein the 
Farm Security Administration did accept 
payments where clients clearly demonstrated 
that they know their rights. For example, he 
writes from Mississippi: 

"Clients on the Sunflower Plantation have 
had a great' deal of trouble in paying their 
loans. One client had to hire an attorney, 
took two witnesses, and made the offer of pay
ment in legal tender, and it was accepted. 

"There were several instances brought to 
my attention where the clients had tried sev
eral times to pay their indebtedness and were 
refused the right. They then acted on the 
advice of an attorney, took two witnesses, and 

made the offer of payment in legal tender and 
it was accepted." . _ 

Mr. Carr reported numerous other instances 
in Louisiana as follows: 

"There were numerous instances of at
tempted payment on the part of clients and 
a refusal on the part of the Farm Security 
Administration to take the money. Mr. T. C. 
Gist tried to pay his note three times. They 
took it the third time after he had been 
advised by an attorney as to what steps to 
take. 

"Mr. J. W. Martin tried twice to pay off 
his indebteaness. The Farm Security Ad
ministration refused to take the money and 
also refused to give a reason as ' to why they 
wouldn't take it. He also retained an at
torney, made the offer to pay the money in 
legal tender in the presence of witnesses, 
and then they accepted it. 

"Mr. Martin borrowed $125 in 1941. This 
money was placed in a bank in his account . 
He withdrew . $100 of it and used it for the 
expenses necessitated by production of his 
crops. He attempted to draw the remaining 
$25 but was refused the right to obtain it. 
The only reason the county supervisor would 
give him for the refu:sal was that he was 
doing very well. He never did get ·the $25 
and had to borrow money from a private 
individual in order to finish the harvesting 
of his crop." 

If the purpose of Farm Security Admin
istration employees is to get clients rehabili
tated and self-supporting as rapidly as pos
sible, it is obvious that they should encour
age clients to pay ·their debts as rapidly as 
possible and get off of Farm Security Admin
istration rolls as rapidly as possible, instead 
of discouraging or attempting to prevent such 
action by clients. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted a 
comparison of agencies assisting small 
farmers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMPARISON OF AGENCIES ASSISTING SMALL 
:FARMERS 

The claim has been made that the Farm 
Security Administration is the only agency 
which assists small farmers. The fact is small 
farmers have received far more assistance 
from the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis- · 
tration than they have from the Farm Secu
rity Administration. The assistance offered 
by the Farm Security Administration has 
been in the form of loans, grants and farm 
management advice. The assistance from the 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration has 
been in the form of conservation and parity 
payments, price supporting commodity loans 
and increased income through the higher 
prices for farm products which have been 
brought about by the Agricultural Adjust
ment Administration program. Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration records show 
that in 1940 more than 6,000,000 conserva
tion checks were issued to farmers operating 
almost 80 percent of the cropl!tnd in the 
United States. The bulk of the conservation 
and parity payment money paid out that year 
went to the operators of small family sized 
farms. Approximately 81 percent of the con
servation checks and 94 percent of the parity 
payment checks were for less than $100. In 
contrast to the, 6,000,000 cooperators receiv
ing conservation checks in 1940 the records 
show that on January 1, 1941, only 737,204 
families had outstanding rural rehabilitation 
loans from the Farm Security Administra
_tion. 

The effect which the Agricultural Adjust
ment Administration program has had on the 
income of small farmers is well illustrated by 

the case of cotton. In 1932-33 the 10,000,000 
members of cotton-producing farm families 
received $526,059,000, or about $53 per capita 
from the production of cotton. In 194Q-41 
cotton farmers received $905,922,000, or $91 
per capita from the production of cotton. 
After the enactment of the 85 percent of par
ity loan law last May cotton· farmers in 
1941-42 received $1,245,159,000 from cotton, 
or $125 per capita. Thus with the enactment 
of the 85 percent of parity loan law cotton 
income increased by about 40 percent from 
1940-41 to 1941-42, despite the production of 
few~r bales in 1941, yet we are told that the 
Farm Security Administration is the only 
agency which offers help to the farmer on 
the small family-sized farm. 

The bulk of the cotton farmers who received 
this increased income as a result of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Administ ration and 85 
percent of parity-loan program are small farm
ers who operate family-sized farms . Data 
supplied by Dr. 0. C. Stine, Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics, indicates that 16 percent 
of all cotton· farms contain less than 20 acres; 
57 percent have less than 50 acres, and 80 per
cent contain less than 100 acres. Only 6 per
cent of all cotton-producing farms contain 
175 acres or more. 

Another indication of the small size of the 
average cotton farm is the high percentage of 
cotton farmers receiving small payments un
der the parity-payment program. Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration records show that 
50.'i' percent of all payees receiving cotton 
parity payments under the 1940 program re
ceived less than $20, while 78.1 percent re
ceived less than $40, 87.9 percent received less 
than $60, and 94.5 percent received less than 
$100. Translated into terms o! bales, these 
figures mean that 50.7 percent of all the 
payees receiving cotton parity payments were 
paid for a production of less than 2.8 bales, 
78.1 percent were paid for less than ·5.5 bales, 
87.9 percen-t were paid for less than 8.1 bales, 
and 94.5 percent were paid for less than 13.5 
bales. 

The best way to help the farmer is to get 
him a fa_ir price for the things he has to sell. 
This is what the Agricultural Adjustment Ad
ministration's program is designed to do. 
_ Approximately one-third of our farm popu
lation lives in the South and their major 
source of income is cotton. A large propor~ 
tion of all low-income farmers are cotton pro
ducers. In 1Q40 the average per capita cal'!h 
income of farmers in the South was only $166 
in comparison with an average of $299 for all 
farmers . 

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 
to insert Mr. Baldwin's "Rebuttal" to 
Farm Bureau Charges. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? ' 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECOl'tD, as follows: 

MR. BALDWIN'S REBUTTAL TO FARM BUREAU 
CHARGES 

The reply of Farm Security Administrator 
Baldwin to the testimony and data submitted 
to Congress by representatives of the Amer
ican Farm Bureau Federation fails to refute 
succe~sfully the charges made by the Farm 
Bureau. • 

Mr. Baldwin first attacks the manner in 
which the investigation was conducted and 
attempts to discredit it by name-calling and 
slurring attacks. Instead of making a thor
ough and impartial investigation or having 
one made to determine the extent of such 
charges with a view to correcting them and 
disciplining the employees involved, as one 
would properly expect the administrator who 
is responsible for the handling of over 900,-
000,000 acres of land, the collection of hun
dreds of millions of dollars in loans outstand
ing, and the supervision of over 18,000 em
ployees, Mr. Baldwin seemingly has sought 
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principally to try to discredit and minimize 
the importance of the evidence cited. 

In the first place, as President O'Neal ex
plained and as General Counsel Donald Kirk- · 
patrick explained to the joint congressional 
committee when this information was pre
sented, this. investigation was never intended 
to be a complete investigation on a Nation
wide scale of the operations and activities of 
the Farm Security Administration. As ex
plained, an organization such as the Farm 
Bureau could not undertke such a complete 
investigation, as it had no power of su~pena 
or power to command records, letters, or 
testimony of either Government officials or 
private individuals. Nor did it have the 
finances with which to conduct a Nation
wide investigation on a far-reaching scale. 
Every reasonable effort, however, was made to 
obtain as much information as possible 
within a comparatively short time, by send
ing investigators to numerous States to make 
a first-hand investigation of the practices and 
operations of the Farm Security Administra
tion in these States. 

A considerable amount of information was 
· obtained by visiting a large number of coun
ties and interviewing clients, Farm Security 
Administration emp~oyees and former em
ployees, and reputable citizens within these 
States who had first-hand information of 
their· own. 

In some instances the information was 
given by Farm Security Administration em-

. ployees or by clients, who, for obvious rea
sons, did not wish their names to be dis
closed, and consequently the source of such 
information was kept confidential. In many 
cases, however, specific names and incidents 
were cited, and in many cases supporting evi
dence was submitted in the form of sworn 
affidavits, original signed letters, or photo
static copies thereof, and photostatic copies of 
official records and other documents. While, 
as already stated, no one ever pretended that 
this was a complete investigation, it did 
disclose startling and shocking conditions 
existing to such an extent as to merit a full 
and sweeping investigation of the .practices, 
operations, objectives, and administration of 
the Farm Security Administration by an ap
propriate agency of Congress, with full au
thority to subpena witnesses, compel testi
mony, ·and records. 

As stated repeatedly, the purpose of the 
Farm Bureau has been, not to abolish any 
needed assistance to farmers that is being 
rendered by this agency, but to correct the 
abuses, waste, and unnecessary costs in ad
ministering this program. 

An examination of the rebuttal submitted 
by Mr. Baldwin to the evidence submitted 
by the Farm Bureau shows that he failed 
to successfully refute these charges. He 
attempts to dismiss many of the findings 
as idle gossip and rumor. He answers other 
charges, even where specific names, inci
dents, and even sworn affidavits were sub
mitted in substantiation, by ·merely making 
categorical denials that the charges were true. 
In some cases he states that he has investi
gated certain charges and has found that 
the charges were unfounded, but he failed 
to submit proper refutation in evidential 
form, such as affidavits, records, or photo
static copies of record to show whether the 
alleged refut;ation is well-founded. Since Mr. 
Baldwin tries to discredit the investigation , 
because affidavits or other documentary evi
dence were not furnished in every case, he 
should be consistent and furnish such evi
dence in every case, inasmuch as his or
ganization should be in possession of detailed 
information with respect to dealings with all 
clients . . 

It is shocking indeed to find a public offi
cial charged by Congress with administering 
such large sums of Government funds for the 
welfare of. destitute and low-income farm 
families taking so lightly these serious 
charges, supported as they are by a very 

substantial record of specific information, 
affidavits, and documents. His attitude is 
indicated by his statement that "if everything 
the American ·Farm Bureau Federation rep
resantatives said about those cases were 
true, they would have no bf>aring 
on the significance and validity of the Farm 
Security Administration as a whole." (P. 
893, pt. 3, hearings, Congressional Joint Com
mittee for Reduction of Nonessential Expend
itures.) 

He says that they represent "at the most, 
a series of unconnected and widely scattered 
instances of bad judgment on the part of 
local officials of the Farm Security Adminis
tration." B'ut when such serious conditions 
are reported on such a widespread scale and 
when they are coupled with the statements 
and testimony of Farm Security Adminis
tration officials themselves, they cannot be so 
lightly dismissed or the blame placed entirely 
upon "bad judgment on the part of local 
officials." In this connection, attention ·is 
invited to the statement made by Judge 

· TARVER, chairman of the House Appropria
tions Subcommittee on Agricultural Appro
priations, during hearings on the 1943 bill in 
cbnnection with an investigation which that 
committee conducted into the practices and 
affairs of the Farm Security Administration. 
Referring to certain specific instances cited 
by representatives of the Farm Bureau, Judge 
TARVER stated to Secretary of Agriculture 
Wickard: 

"These may or may not have been isolated 
instances of bad judgment on the part of the 
farm supervisors and other officials in the 
field in making loans, but these are circum
stances which should be sufficient to put you 
on guard to investigate the affairs of the 
Farm Security Administration and determine 
whether or not policies are being followed in 
the field which are contrary to the spirit and 
purpose of the program and which indicate 
wastefulness _which ought to be curbed." 
(P. 743-744, hearfngs.) 

"Mr. TARVER. That impresses me as a rather 
imposing record, when you say that among 
your employees there have been 346 cases re
ferred to the Department of Justice. 

"Mr. BALDWIN. Yes, sir; but that is over a 
period of 6 years. 

"Mr .. TARVER. Do you know of any other 
agency of the Government that has a com
parable record, or in which there have been 
acts of embezzlement committed by 346 of 
the employees? To have 346 cases of em
bezzlement among your employees in 6 years 
time, it seems to me, would indicate a lack 
of care in the· selection of your employees. 

"Mr. BALDWIN. Every employee of the Farm 
Security Administration who handles any 
money at all is required to be bonded. 

"Mr. TARVER. It is better not to have a 
crook, even if the crook has a bond on him." 
(P. 777, hearings.) 

Mr. Baldwin caustically criticizes the Farm 
Bureau evidence because there are some ca.ses 
in which the names of the individuals eon-· 

· cernad are not given, or affidavits or other 
such documents are not given. Yet, again 
and ag~in _in his rebuttal he fails to present 
any such documentary evidence as he de
mands and in many instances merely makes 
a categorical denial of charges, so that we 
have only to depend upon his unsworn state
ment of the case, so far as the record is con
cerned. 

For example~ with respect to the case of 
Clifford Hamilton, whose sworn statement 
was submitted in evidence, Mr. Baldwin did 
not submit any affidavit in refutation but 
merely refers to an alleged statement "to 
our investigator" whose name . is not given 
and who makes no oath nor submits any 
other evidence to attest the veracity of the 
circumstances. Mr. Baldwin merely says that 
Mr. Hamilton "stated to our investigator 
that he did not state that Mr. Lumbrick's 
only interest was to secure new Farm Se
curity Administration clients; He said: 'What 

I did state was that Mr. Lumbrick's major 
interest was to get Farm Security Admin
istration clients to participate in the artifi
cial insemination ·project.' " No refutation 
is offered by Mr. Baldwin to that part of Mr. 
Hamilton's affidavit which reads as follows: 

"This is to certify that I, Clifford Hamil
ton, Shelby County, Ill., was instructed by 
Arthur Lumbrick, supervisor of Farm Secu
rity Administration, to cooperate in the 
Artificial Breeding Association even though I 
objected to this cross of Guernsey bulls on 
my milking Shorthorn cows. Also instructed 
on that same occasion that unless I did 'co
operate in this service that the chattel mort
gage held by the Farm Security Administra
tion would. be closed and I would be sold out 
in September 1940; for this same reason he 
told me I could not get a loan for seed beans 
to plant for hay and refused to consider it 
that same year." 

The one thing in the affidavit which Mr, 
Baldwin attempted to rebut in the manner 
indicated above was the following ·statement: 

"His interest was only for clients, not for 
service to farmers." (Affidavit reproduced on 
p. 788, House hearings, 1943 appropriation 
bill; Mr. Baldwin's rebuttal on p. 895, hear
ings, joint congressional committee, pt. 3.) 

In regard to the case of Ed Lewis, a client 
of the Farm Security Administration and a 
member of th Black Belt Leasing Coopera
tive, Hale County, Ala., which was cited by 
the Farm Bureau investigator and a copy of 
supporting dccuments filed with the House 
Appropriations Su'Jcommittee, including a 
copy of the farm and home plan of this 
client, marked "Alabama Exhibit 2," which 
showed that he had borrowed from Farm 
Security Administration $2,406.50 over a 
period of 3 years, th•t l.e had repaid $163.46, 
that he had received $380 in grant checks 
($30 in 1939, his first year; $165 grant his 
second year; and $185 grant his third year) 
wherein it -appeared that the grants had been 
used to aid the client to decrease the amount 
of indebtedness he otherwise would have 
owed, and it was alleged that Mr. Lewis stated 
he knew he rould pay off his indebtedness, 
the only rebuttal offered by Mr. Baldwin to 
this case was the following statement: 

"The case pf Ed Lewis was discussed in 
. somewhat haphazard fashion on page 805 of 
the hearings. It was charged that grants 
were made to repay his loan. I have already 
explained our policy of making grants to bor
rowers. (Hearings, pp. 914-916.) There is 
nothing in our records to indicate this policy 
has not been followed in the Lewis ' case" 
(p . 896, hearings, congressional joint com
mittee). 

No factual information is submitted con
cerning this case-only Mr. Baldwin's asser

. tion "there is nothing in our records to indi
cate," etc. 

In the case of William Rauscher, who made 
a sworn statement that he was solicited by 
a· Farm Security Administration supervisor 
to buy stock in a proposed Farmers Union 
elevator but refused to do so, whereupon 
his grants were discontinued, Mr. Baldwin 
states that the Farm Security Administration 
"investigated this complaint in March 1939," 
and he adds: "It then appeared that there 
was no substance to the complaint.'' Mr. 
Baldwin states then that a review commit
tee had decided that Rauscher did not need 
a continuation of his grant, but Mr. Baldwin 
does not deny the sworn statement that a 
Farm Security Administration supervisor so
licited the client and put pressure on him 
to buy this stock. Such solicitation is in 
violation of Department of Agriculture reg
ulations and the making of loans or grants 
for purchase of stock was probably illegal 
as there was no authorization either in the 
appropriation act or in the official justifica
tion submitted to Congress by Farm Security 
Administration stating the purposes for which 
loans would be made, to expend Rural Re
habilitation Loan funds for such purpose. 
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Similarly in the case of John Zeh, who 

submitted a sworn statement, Mr. Baldwin 
says "the complaint was found to have no 
substance," but again he does not deny or 
furnish any evidence to refute the sworn 
statement that this client was solicited by 
a Farm Security Administration representa
tive to join the Farmers Union and told that 
before he could receive further grants, he 
must join and pay the $3.50, and that he 
borrowed enough to pay this sum. 

In both of the above cases, the clients have 
made sworn statements, in February 1942, 
which reiterate the charges, despite the de
nials of local Farm Security Administration 
officials. 

Although Mr. Baldwin made a general as
sertion t hat he did not endorse the solicita
tion of clients and that "if they should be 
ca!led to my attention, I would take immedi
ate ·administrative action to have the prac
tice stopped, he does not indicate that he 
took any action to stop the solicitation re
ferred to in the two foregoing cases nor to 
discipline the employees concerned, nor does 
he refute the charges of solicitation. 

Mr. Baldwin complained to the House 
et>mmittee that "the committee does not 
even have the reports of the investigators" 
of the Farm Bureau. This statement was 
incorrect, as a file of these reports with 
ccpies of exhibits was filed with the com
mittee. The receipt of this evidence is 
acknowledged by Chairman TARVER on page 
761 of the hearings from which the following 
is quoted: 

"Mr. TARVER. Before the committee begins 
its hearing bf Mr. Baldwin, I wish to call the 
attention of the committee to a letter with 
attached documents, which was transmitted 
to me under date of February 12, 1942, by 
Mr. Edward A. O'Neal. president of the Amer
ican Farm Bureau Federation. * * * It 
will be noted that the letter requests the in
corporation in the record of the hearings of 
a very great volume of documentary matter, 
to which I called the attention of the com
mittee during the examination of Secretary 
Wickard, regan;iing this same subject matter, 
a few days ago. Part of the mass of docu
mentary matter consists of the reports writ
ten by Mr. William G. Carr, an attorney at 
law, who, it is stated by Mr. O'Neal, was em
ployed under the direction of the general 
counsel of the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration, with reference to matters alleged to 
have been investigated by him in the States 
of Alabama. Louisiana, Mississippi, and Ar
kansas, in connection with the administra
tion of the affairs in those States of the Farm 
Security Administration." (Pp. 760-761, 
hearings.) 

The fact is that Mr. Baldwin is guilty _of 
the very thing that he inaccurately accuses 
the Farm Bureau. As already indicated in 
numerous instances, and there are many 
other cases, Mr. Baldwin did not submit the 
reports of his investigators to the committee 
for incorporation in the record. We must 
rely upon his statements, frequently of a very 
general character, as to what facts were found 
by his investigators. 

With respect to the charge that grant pay
ments are used as a means of aiding bor
~owers in repaying their loans, Mr. Baldwin 
stated: "Of course, we follow no such policy," 
but he did not offer evidence to refute the 
specific cases cited; in some instances, the 
clients themselves reported that they were 
instructed by Fa:rrm Security Ad~inist:rration 
employees not to cash their grant checks but 
to endorse them and return them to the 
Farm Security Administration office so they 
could be credited on their loans. A former 
Farm Security Administration employee ad
mitted, according to Mr. Carr's report. that 
the grant checlc was used for the sole purpose 
of improving the financial status of clients. 

In the case of Ed Lewis, whose farm and 
home plan for 1941 was offered in evidence 
by the Farm Bureau, showing in detail his 
increasing indebtedness, a grant of $30 in 
1939 a grant of $165 in 1940, and a grant of 
$185 in 1941, a net worth of -$687.19, 1n 
support of his statement to Mr. Carr that 
he knew he could never pay off his indebted
ness, Mr. Baldwin in rebuttal states "He i5 in 
better shape than he has ever been before in 
his life, and he intends to re~ain under the 
program which has been worked out witb 
him"; but Mr. Baldwin supplies no financial 
statement for this client. Mr. Baldwin fur
ther revealed that "he has been recently visit
ed by our repr<:!sentatives, and states that he 
is satisfied with his participation in our 
program." Mr. Carr had reported that Lewis 
stated that he thought he would stick an
other year or maybe longer if he could get 
by. 

In the case of Joe Davis of Lowndes County, 
Ala., Mr. Baldwin states: "It is not clear why 
the farm and home plan of Joe Davis, of 
Lowndes County, Ala., was introduced. We 
assume that the purpose was to show that 
too heavy a debt burden was placed on Mr. 
Davis." The - purpose was clearly ~tated in 
Mr. Carr's report as follows: 

"I am enclosing the farm and home plan 
of Joe Davis of Tyler, Ala., marking it exhibit 
3-a. This shows that he became a client of 
the Farm Security Administration in 1939. 
At that time he received a loan of $257. In 
1940 he was given a loan of $191.25, and in 
1940 was made a grant of $84.40. I talked 
wit h this client at some length and found 
that his mode of living was the same in 1940 
as it was in 1939. He stated that if he needed 
any help for the items which grant checks 
are supposed to be given for he certainly 
needed it ln 1939 but he did not receive a 
grant check at all for that year. In 1941 he 
received a grant check of $84.10 and in 1941 
his indebtedness, evidenced by notes, in
creased from $448.25 to $702.25, less payments 
of $139.98, as is shown by exhibit 3. 

"This case, I feel, is further evidence of 
how the the grant check is used to decrease 
the indebtedness, rather than the purpose 
for which it is intended." 

Mr. Baldwin in his reply after giving the 
amount of his loans and payments, but mak
ing no mention of grant payments, says that 
the client is slightly delinquent and adds 
"his latest financial statement indicates that 

SCHEDULE A 

his loan is well secured." (P . 896, hearings, 
joint congre...c:.sional committee.) 

He offers no refutation or information with 
respect to the alleged use of grants to im
prove the loan status of the client, nor did 
he submit for the record a copy or at tested 
summary of t he client's financial record. We 
merely have Mr. Baldwin's statement that 
"His latest. financial statement indicates that 
his loan is well secured." 

In the case of K. T. Thomas, in which it 
appeared from evidence submitted by Mr. 
Carr taken from mortgage records of the pro- · 
bate court of Hare County, Ala., that a loan 
had been made on insufficient security and 
that the client had been burdened with too 
heavy a loan, Mr. Baldwin states that "Our 
records indicate that the loan as a whole is 
well secured; that . the borrower has a sub
stantial net worth; and that he has met all 
repayments on his loan," and that his posi
tion was so good "that he will not require a 
production loan for the coming crop year." 
Again, no factual · information is submitted 
for the record to test the statement that "the 
loan as a whole is well secured," etc. Mr. 
Carr submitted specific data from court 
records in support of his statement; in fair
ness, Mr. Baldwin should have given detalled 
information as to what the Farm Security 
Administration records showed with respect 
to this case. 

With respect to the charge that numerous 
houses were torn down on the Loch Lomond 
Plantation when it was taken over by Farm 
Security Administration, and that these 
houses were in excellent condition, made out 
of the finest hard cypress, built to last a hun
dred years, and with .copper screens on 
Windows and doors, and that new buildings 
were erected with resultant increase in the 
financial burden of the .. tenant purchasers, 
Mr. Baldwin states that "our records and the 
judgment of our experts is to the contrary." 

Mr. Baldwin admits that production was 
reduced on several plantations taken over by 
Farm Security Administration and divided 
upon into tenant-purchase units, but he 
blames this upon the overcrowded condition 
of the plantations prior to Farm Security Ad
ministration control and to the subdivision 
into individual tracts. He explains, signifi
cantly, "Under previous management it was 
possible to concentrate the cotton on the best 
cotton land. Under the present system of 
operation, each, operator has to produce cot
ton on his own farm. Some of the cotton 
may, hence, be produced on relatively poor 
cotton land." (P. G98, hearings, congres
sional joint committee.) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unaniD,)ous consent to insert as a part of 
my remarks a statement made by the 
Farm Credit Administration with respect 
to the number of loans handled by them. 

The PRESIDL.~G OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Loans made Loans repaid as or Dec. 31, 1941 Unpaid as of Dec. 31, 1941 

Loan years (calendar) 
N umber Amount Number 

State of Virginia: 

}~:= ==================:===================================== = } 2. 435 $255, 913 1931_ ____________________ ___ _______ ._ ____ _______ ___ ______ ______ 19,886 2, 313, 335 
1932-------------------- ---------------- -- ----- ------------ --- 12, 372 l, 106, 479 
1933______________________________________________ __________ _ 18, 127 1, 428, 936 (5, 142 
1934------------------------- -------- -- --------------- - - - - - - -- 10, 909· 760, 070 
1935----------------------------------------------- ----------- 9, &95 741, 665 
1936--------------------------------------------------------- - 7, 785 525, 505 
1931- -- - --~---------------- - --------------------------------- - 8, 419 712,835 

1---------1----------1 
Total1929 to 1937, inclusive .• ----------------------------- - 89,828 7, 844,738 

Pe>rcent 
ofnum· 

ber 
made 

72.5 

Principal 
amount 
repaid 

~6. Z93, 993 

Percent 
of 

amount 
loaned 

80.2 

Number Amount 

<4, 686 $1, 550, 745 

P ercent 
of 

amount 
loaned 

19.8 
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ScH EDULE A- Cont inued 

Loans made Loans repaid as of Dec. ~1, 1941 Unpaid as of D ec. 31, 1941 

Loan years (calendar) 

.. 
State of Virginia-Continued. 1938 _______________________ ____ ___ _________ ________ ___ _____ __ _ 

1939 ____ _______ ________ ______ _______ ___ __ __ __ ___ _____________ _ 

1940_-- - --- - ------- - --- - -------- - ------------------------- -- --
1941_- - - - -------------------------- -------- -- - ------ -- - ----- --

Number 

8,468 
8,024 
7, 225 
-7,014 

Amount 

$718,800 
741,265 
714,535 
726,605 

Number 

7, 499 
7,101 
6,400 
4, 685 

P ercent 
of num

ber 
made 

88. 6 
88.5 
88. 6 
66. 8 

Principal 
amount 
repaid 

~664, 223 
683, 189 
655,800 

I 534,878 

Percent 
of 

amount 
loaned 

92.4 
92. 2 
91.8 
73.6 

Number 

969 
923 
825 

2,329 

Amount 

$54,577 
5!;l, 076 
58,735 

191,727 

Percent 
. of 
amount 
loaned 

7. 6 
7. 8 
8.2 

26.4 

120,559 10,745,943 90, 827 75. 3 8,832, 083 82. 2 29,732 1, 913,860 T~~.allVh~n~~~L--- -- -- - -- - -- -- - --- ------ -- -- - - ----~~~~~~=~~~~~=~~~~=~~=~~~~~~=~~=~~~~~~~~~~=~~~H~- 8 
Entire United States (including Hawaii and Puerto Rico) : 

Crop and feed loans: . 
1929---------- -- - -- ---- ----------------- - ---- --- -- - --- ----
1930 __ - --- -- - -- -- -- ---------- - - -- ----- -- - --------~ -- -- -- - -
193L __ -- ---- __ _ - -- _ --- -- --- --- - - - _ -- __ - _ -- - ---- __ -- - ---- _ 
1932_ --- -- - -- - - ------ - - ~ - - ------ --------------------- - ----
1933 ___ : --- ------------------------------ - - - -----~ --- - -- - -1931 _________ ____ ________ _____ ____________ ___ __ ___ __ _____ _ 

1~~~~== : : :: : : ::: :: :::::::: : :::::::::: ::: : : ::: : :: : ·:: : :-: : : ~: 
1937------ - - - - - - - ---- -- - - -- - --------- - -- - --- - -- --·- -- - ___ ;-

46,057 
45, 300 

438,952 
507, 631 
633,585 
445, 18!) 
424,441 
138, 944 
252,894 

5, 758, 680 
!5, 340,727 

55, 787, 096 
. 64, 204, 503 

57, 375,939 
37,891, 586 
57,419,914 
16, 629, 190 
32,503, 280 

3, 935,678 
3, 719,580 

41, 69-1, 443 
42,535,986 

1, 999, 003 67.0 48, 153,450 
24, 455,900 
31, 782,820 
13; 1.56, 9GS 
21, 862. 652 

68.1 
69. 6 
74.7 
66.3 
83. 9 984,000 
64.5 
55.3 
79.1 
67. 3 

1, 823,002 
1, 621, 147 

14,092, 653 
21, 668, .~17 
9, 222,489 

13,435,686 
25,637,094 

3, 472,222 
10,640,628 

31.9 
30.4 
25.3 
33.7 
16. 1 
35.5 
44.7 
·20.9 
32. 7 

Total 1929 to 1937, indusive_ ------ -- "-- --- -- ------ - ----
1938 __ -- ---------------- - ------------- _..._ __ __ __ ---- --------

2
' ~~~; ~~~ - -19,-647;535- --- -134;328- ----76:9- ---i5,-678,-ii72- -· --79:8- -----4ii;229- ----3;969;463 
139, 452 15, 079, 509 118, 814 92.' 4 13, 680, 542 90. 7 20, 638 1, 398, 967 

20.2 
1939 ___ _ --- - -- -- - - ------------------ - --·- -- ------ - -- ---- ~ -
1940·--- -- -- -- --- -- ------ - - - - - - ----- ----- - -------- - ---- - - - 160, 789 19, 516, 630 128, 141 79. 7 17,060, 519 87. 4 32,648 2, 456, 111 

9.3 
12.6 
33. 7 1941_ - ------- - -------- - --- -- --- - - - ------~-- - ---·- ___ : _____ _ 146, 836 18, 128, 231 .. 87, 778 59. 8 2 12, 027,070 2 66. 3 59,058 6, 101, 161 

Total all crop and feed loans __ --- - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - ~ ---- - - 3, 604, 637 405, 282,820 2, 468,064 68. 4 289, 743, 680 71. 5 1, 136, 573 115, 539, 140 28. 5 
66.5 1934-35 drought feed loans _____ ___ __ ___ _____ _____ _____ __ _____ :, ___ 300, 614 72,008, 540 92, 755 30. 8 24, 119, 333 33. 5 207, 859 47, 889, 207 

T otal , all loans .. ------- - - ---- ------ --- ----- - - - - - - -- - ~ -- - - -- 3, 905, 251 477, 291, 360 2, 560, 819 65. 5 313, 863, 013 65. 8 1, 344, 432 163,428, 347 34.2 

1 Collections on the 1941 loan in the State of Virginia at Mar. 31, 1942, are $600,821 or 82.6 percent ·or amount loan~d. 
2 Collections on the 1941loan at Mar. 31, 1942, are $13,762,223 or 75 percent of amount-loaned .' 

D epartment of Agriculture, Farm Credit Administration, Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Section. 

SCHEDULE ;B 

n~~~:;~r · rrotal · 
regular year)y ex-

employees pense 
Calendar year 

B altimore office: 1 

192L ____ _ ----- - -------- --- --- ---- - ] 
1930 __ ____ - - --- -- - -- - -------- ----- ---
1931_ ___ -- -- - - - -- -- -------- - -- - -- ---- (2) (2) 
1932 ____ - ------ -- - -- ----- -- - -- .:---- --
1933 _______ __ -- --- ------- --- - - - -- - -- -
1934 ______ --- --- --- - -- -- -- ---- ------ -

3 ,$1!~3. 136 1935 ____ __ - -- -------- - ------- ---" -- - - 72 
1936 ____ __ ------ - - --- ---- --- ------ - -- 77 223,772 
1937--- ----- -- ----- - ------- -~ ---- --- - 79 245,322 
1938 _____ ---- -- - - ------------ --- ----- 88 267,730 
1939 ____ ------------- - ----------- - -- - 83 244,319 
1940 ___ ___ ---- - - -- -------- - - -- -- ----- 83 251,826 
1941. .. -- --- -- ---- --- ------------ ---- 87 266,742 

E ntire United States (including Haw ali 
~d Puerto Rico): -

H~L======== = ===========::::::::::: } 
( ~) (iJ 

1932 ____ --- - --------------- - - ---- - - -- 2, 188, 5, 183~ 194 
1933 _____ ------------- - ------- ----- -- 2, 282 5, 160,341 
1934 __ ___ - ----- -- - --- ---- -- - --- -- -- -- 1, 893 5, 879,450 
1935 ___ _ - -- -------- ---------- --- --- -- l , 831 5, 698, 184 
1936 ___ -------- -- - - -- ----------- --- -- 1, 542 4, 139, 483 
1937----- --- - - - -- - ------ - ----- - --- --- 1,423 3, !l84, 881 
1938 __ __ --- - --- - - - -- -- ------ - - - ------ 1, 384 3, 771, 5<W 
1939 ______ - - -- ---- - - -- ----------- - --- 1, 333 3, 576,029 
1940 __ ____ _ --- -- - - -- -- -- - - - ----- - ---- 1, 280 3, 505,966 
1 !)41 __ _ -------- -------------- - -- ----- 1, 300 3, 618, 692 

~ · 

Average 
yearly e~
pense per 
empToyec 

(2) 

*2, 543 
2, 906 
3,105 
3,042 
2,945 
3, 034 
3, 066 

(4) 

2, 369 
2,260 
3, 106 
3,112 
2, 685 
2, 730 
2, 720 
2, 690 
2, 750 
2, 783 

m~~~~~g~n- Average n~~eb:~~f . 
paid loans yearly co~t loans serv- · 

per em- per unpatd iced per field 
ployee loan supervisor 

(2) (2) (2) 

861 $2. 95 1, 790 
789 3. 68 2, 014 

·809 3. 84 2, 420 
725 4. 20 2, 170 
766 3. 84 2, 390 
783 3.86 ' 2, 330 
802 3.82 2, 340 

(4) (4) (4) 

380 6. 23 1, 4SO 
593 3.82 2,190 
876 3. 55 3, 220 
913 3. 42 3,120 
999 2. 69 3,070 

1,096 2. 49 3, 320 
1,104 2. 47 3, ?50 
1,125 2.38 3, 340 
1,182 2. 34 3, 380 
1,164 2. 39 3,170 

1 Baltimore office serves 5 States- Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylv~ia, Virginia, ~d West Virginia; also P uerto 
R ico office opened July 1935. · 

2 Baltimore office opened Sept . 21, 1934. 
11935 yearly costs low for the reasons: (1) P uerto Rico office not opened until July 1935. (2) Virginia field force 

on Memphis regional office pay rolls until spring of 1935. 
• Not available. ' 
D epartment of Agriculture, Farm Credit Administration, Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Section. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I should like 
first to say a word of commendation of 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] , 
chairman of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, having 
charge of the pending bill, as well as to 
commend the members of his subcommit
tee. There is no chairman of a subcom
mittee who brings a bill on the· floor of 
the Senate who has a more · thorough or 
more intLnate knowledge of the bill, of 
its different provisions, and who makes a 

more intelligent presentation of the pro
visions of the bill, than the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. 

I wish to dissent sharply from the 
statement of the senior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] in his state
ment that Mr. Baldwin is a Communist. 
I have known Mr. Baldwin for 8 or 9 
years. When I was a Member of the 
House of Representatives I worked in 
close collaboration with Mr. Baldwin .. on 
many different matters. I have sat -in 

many meetings. !J,nd conferences with Mr. 
Baldwin. I have heard him express his 
views many times. I have never heard 
him utter one word or express one single 
thought and I have never known of him 
to do one single thing which would in 
any way give the basis for any such 
charge. On the contrary, everything I 
have ever heard Mr. Baldwin say and 
everythin~ I have ever known him to do 
have been absolutely such as 'to make it 
apparent that he has full and absolute 
belief in America and in her institutions. 

Mr. Baldwin has within his heart the 
gospel of humanity. He has a great pas
sion to help and to do something for 
disadvantaged and underprivileged and 
exploit3d men, women, and children . . If 
he has· erred, his errors have been due, 
in my opinion, more to his zeal and to 
his devotion to· human welfare, human 
righ ts, and human progress, than to any 
other thing. 

Mr. President, I wish to say on the floor 
of the Senate, to the Members of the 
Senate, and to the Nation, that, in my 
opinion, Mr. Baldwin has not only been 
an ·able, devoted, and faithful public 
servant, but that he has at all times been 
an able, devoted, loyal, and patriotic 
American. 

I have often thought that perhaps the 
finest passage in the Bible is to be found 
in the words- · 

Where there is no vision the people perish. 

Mr. Baldwin has vision. He has the 
ability to project his mind and look down 
the corridors of time. If there is any 
one thing that America needs and has 
needed it is men of vision as her leaders 
in places of public t rust in her Govern
ment. Mr. Baldwin is this type. of pub
lic servant and ·leader. 

Mr .. President, "by. their fruits" we are 
told;"we shall know-them." · Seven years 

• 
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ago nearly one-half of the 32,000,000 
farm people of our country were living in 
tenancy, sharecropping, or by daY·-to-day 
labor, with no land of their own, the 
masters of not a single acre and with 
little or no encouragement to save the 
soil or make better homes for themselves 
and their families. There had been a 
constant and tremendous increase in 
farm tenancy, particularly in the great 
wheat and corn and cattle sections of 
the country. 

The Congress established the Farm 
Security Administration, and during the 
past 7 years more than 1,000,000 f~rm 
families, either once · on relief or dread
fully near the necessity for relief, have 
been started toward permanent self
support. through the different programs 
of the agency. These farm families re
ceived from Farm Security Administra
tion small loans that enabled them to 
revise their farm operations so that they 
no longer had to depend on the old one
cash-crop system which had held them 
poverty bound. 

The Farm Security Administration 
taught them the importance .of produc
ing their own food and the feed· for their 
livestock; taught them to develop at 
least two cash farm enterprises, so that 
they would have some cash income; 
taught them methods which rebuilt soil 
fertility. Thirty-eight percent of these . 
farm families did not even have a cow 
when they got their loans-their children 
had no milk to drink; 43 percent of them 
did not possess a single hog, and 30 per
cent had no garden of any kind. 

Last year the average one of these farm 
families produced 391 gallons of milk; 
397 pounds of meat for home consump
tion, and canned a total of 226 quarts of 
fruits and vegetables, and they and their 
children at last began to live. 

Farm Security Administration em
barked upon a program to make medical 
care available at prices that low-income 
farm families could afford to pay, work
ing under fA.greements with State and 
county medical associations. A survey 
made in Alabama, Georgia, South Caro
lina, and Florida shows that because of 
this program and balanced diets only 
23.3 perc~nt of the boys from Farm Se
curity 1\dministration families have been 
found unfit for Army service, whereas, 
on the contrary, 35.9 percent of all 
draftees in the area were rejected. 

To date the Farm Security Adminis
tration has loaned $574,000,000 to farm 
people who could not get credit from any 
other source. Based on past repayments, 
it is conservatively established that at 
least 80 percent of all Farm Security 
loans, both principal and interest, will 
be repaid. 

Contrast the Farm Security Adminis
tration loan, with its rehabilitation, its 
repayment, its rebuilding of the citizen, 
with the expenditure of $350 a year that 
it costs to maintain a farm family on 
direct relief, with no rehabilitation, no 
repayment, and no rebuilding of the 
citizen. 

It is deCJared that the work of the 
Farm Security Administration must be 
abolished in the name of economy. We 
are told that our expenditures must go 
into war effort. 

The President and the Department of 
Agriculture are calling for an all-out 
agricultural production program to win 
the war. We must have 3,000,000 addi
tional acres in peanuts to take the place 
of oil we cannot import and 3,000,000 
more acres of soybeans. We must have 
9,000,000 more pounds of milk, 9,000,000 
more hogs, and billions more eggs-more 
and more foodstuff of all kinds. 

The real contribution to . this all-out 
production necessity can be made only by 
the small farmer. The large commercial 
farmers are already producing almost to 
their capacity, their herds and fields are 
getting nea1 maximum yield, while new 
difficulties face them because of lack of 
skilled and unskilled labor. 

It is the small farmer-the low-income 
farmer-who, with his own and his fam
ily's labor, must supply the large amount 
of our war food increases. To do this the 
low-income farmer must have financial 
help from the Farm Security Adminis
tration to get fertilizer, work stock~ ma
chinery, and seed, and he must have di
rection from the Farm Security Admin
istration on how to use these things for 
greater production. 

The Farm Security Administration 
must continue its work to enable the low
income farmer to do his part in winning 
the war. 

Many as are the problems facing us in 
this hour, we must not forget the lessons 
of the past We must not permit the dis
placement or destitution of our farm 
families. We must preserve at all costs 
the democratic concept of the free Amer
ican farmer on his own plot of land. ·We 
must preserve our American rural life, 
for when the present struggle is over we 
can have a sound and healthy economic 
existence only if we have a sound and 
healthy agriculture. 

We fight for the "four freedoms." 
I am proud that the Farm Security Ad

ministration has helped so many of our 
farmers to prove the mettle of their pas
tures and has helped by friendly assist
ance and leadership to nurture them to 
freedom from want, enabling them to 
again starid erect, independent, self-sup
porting and useful citizens for agriculture 
and for an the best interests of our coun
try-enabling them to salvage and to 
save their children and "rebuild in them 
the music and the dream." 

What shall the sacrifices of our boys 
in the far islands of the sea, yes, in the 
struggle for our own land; what shall 
their sacrifices, their sufferings avail us; 
what shall it avail us if we gain the whole 
world but lose our own soul? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I know 
of no class of our people whom Burns 
might have had more completely in mind 
when he said: 

Man's inhumanity to man 
Makes countless thousands mourn. 

than the underprivileged farm class of 
this country. I do not have the statistics 
before me relative to farm income exclu
sively, but I know that as of recent date 
the statistics generally indicate that 
about 14 percent of the 29,000,000 Amer
ican families have an annual income of 
less than $500 a year; 42 percent less than 
$1,000; 65 percent less than $1,500; 87 
percent less than $2,500; 97 percent less 

than $5,000; and that only 1 percent of 
the whole 29,000,000 families have an an
nual income of $10,000 or more . . 

In other words, so far as annual income 
is concerned, Members of Congress are 
privileged to be in the class which consti
tutes 1 percent of America's 29,000,000 
families. Nearly half of America's fam
ilies have an annual gross income of less 
than $1,000. It is to those homes, to a 
large extent, to which we must look not 
only for the citizenry but the soldiery of 
Ame:rica. Indeed, upon them, to a large 
degree, depends the issue of the struggle 
for freedom which today shakes the 
world. 

What are we fighting 'for? A little 
while ago we saw in certain parts of the 
world no great enthusiasm for the side 
with which we are associated in this war, 
perhaps due to the fact that the natives 
saw no great preference in the choice 
they had to make between their then 
masters and the would-be masters who 
were knocking at their doors. Perhaps 
those associated with us, whose friend
ship and cooperation we esteem, had not 
made it sufficiently clear to those peo
ple that if our cause prevails new hori
zons of life will be opened up, even ·to 
tne savage, the shwe, or the underprivi
leged citizenry of a subjugated land. 

On the contrary, in the areas where 
we had granted the boon of freedom, 
where we had lent the helping hand in 
good will with honesty, we have found a 
quality of courage, bravery, and sacrifice 
which has been an epic in human hero
ism. All of us, of course, know that what 
1 have said relates to our comrades in the 
Philippines. So it seems that from a peo- . 
ple who have enj0yed favor and fortune 
at our hands we have militant support. 
In other areas, where freedom has not 
been held out as an assurance, we do 
not find that kind of sacrificial comrade
ship in arms. 

Here at home, in my opinion, is a 
good place to begin to show what vie of
fer to the human race if our cause, God 
helping us, is '\1ctorious in this contest. 
If .in a rich land lilt:e the United States 
we cannot offer adequate health to our 
people; if we cannot give sufficient hous
ing to our citizenry; if we cannot bestow 
upon them the elemental advantage of a 
decent education; if we cannot open unto 
them the beckoning doors of economic 
opportunity, I wonder if we are worthy 
to be depended upon by the less fortu
nate peoples of the earth as harbin~ers 
of a new day for the rest of mankind. 
In our own country, in my own rtate, 
American families are living in squalor 
which should be obnoxious to the sensi
bilities of any man. Yet too often when 
we propose to lift them up; to give them 
the advantage of their country's con
cern, guidance, and help, well-inten
tioned but uninformed men say that it 
is an extravagance and a profligacy, and 
that we are wasting our substance upon 
riotous living for the benefit of undeserv
ing people. 

Mr. President, the Farm Security Ad
ministration appropriation is a guide; it 
is a straw in the wind to indicate the 
way. We are thinking about democracy. 
A few evenings ago I had the privilege 
of listening to the distinguished Minister 
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from New Zealand, Mr. Nash. I had 
heard of him by repute. I heard him 
tell an epic tale of what was being done 
in his country to make democracy work 
for its people. I honor the experiments 
and the success they have shown. If 
the Government wills it, and its leaders 
are intelligent, courageous, understand
ing, and patient, the Government may 
be a boon to man, may lift up the down
trodden, and hold the light for those who 
have struggled in dar~ness all the days 
of their life. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR
DOCK in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Washington? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. BONE. It might interest my 

friend from Florida to have suggested to 
him some figures with respect to farm 
income which a.ppeared in the National 
Grange Monthly for May 1942. This 
article refers to the 1940 census, which 
reveals figures as to housing conditions, 
·concerning which the Senator is speak
ing, and the farmers' rather unfavorable 
income position from that angle. 

In 1940 the per c!l'pita net income of 
the country was reflected in a nonfarm 
income of $700. The farm income from 
crops including an allowance for rent 
and produce used from the farm, was 
$169, and Government payments were 
$183. Among the farm homes 16.1 per
cent were overcrowded. Thirty-three · 
and nine-tenths percent of the homes 
were in need of major repairs, and, 
according to this table, 89.4 percent were 
without a private bath, which will give us 
some idea of what the American farm 
home is like. · 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 
· Mr. ·President, why have these condi
tions not been improved in the United · 
States? Is it "be·cause ·we do not know 
the facts? I regret to say that there are 
·some who will not admit ~hem, · and 
unhappily others not informed of them, 
because the highway upon which they . 
have trod has not led them by the low 
places where humble men and ·women 
have lived in abject poverty. · ·· 

I hear some of my colleagues speak 
about having come up through the ·hum'"' 
ble walks or ·: life,· as did many of the 
others of us, but it has been a long while 
since my able friend, the Senator .from 
Tennessee, lias had an income of : less l 
than $5,000 a y.ear. It is easy ·. to sit on · 
the Appro'ptiations ·committee· and '"'talk 1 

about what ·is demoralizing the farrh 
·family when ~vie are spending · $to;ooo· a 
year for our own-· sustenance, . liV-ing'. hi 
commodious hotel surroundings, ea'ting 
too much food, ·- and· having · other. con.:. 
veniences ·and comfotts. ., It ·is ·a · -very 
easy pastime ·to speculate, a·s a philbso:. i 

pher, on what is good for the impov·er.:. I 

ished and wonder if we are not being . • 
too generous with him, letting him· have 
too many benefits, teo comfortable a bed, 
too good a home·, or too many visits to the 
·motion-picture theater. 

When governmental agencies are fixing 
living wages for workers in factories and 
defense plants we talk 'in terms · of an 
American standard of living, and rightly 
so. I am glad to see every additional 

dollar which has been added to the in
come of the worker in the factory. In 
most cases he deserves it. I am glad to 
see the children of the factory worker, 
the skilled laborer, and the artisan able 
to go to school and live the life which 
American cbildren deserve to live. Yet 
I hear Senators scorn a program which 
would include the possibility of the child 
of a poor family occasionally going to a 
picture show. · A little provision is made 
for his health. A pittance is included for 
payment of doctors' bill for the health 
of the family.- There is even included an 
allowance for paying a dentist, in order 
that the children in the Farm Security 
home may have some chance of having 
their teeth taken care of. The whole in
come has been budgeted and balanced, 
insofar as possible, so that recreation, 
health, and living conditions may all be 
provided for. 

We take good care of the members of 
the farm federations. Oh, they hav-e 
their eloquent and distinguished spokes
men here in advocacy of the cost of 
parity. Do we deny to them in the con
sideration of the parity price a chance 
for their children to go to the picture · 
show or to pay a doctor's bill or to enjoy 
a little recreation generally; or do we, as 
the Senator said, make provision for 
them to pay their membership fees in 
the Knights of Pythias lodge, or even 
as the distinguished Senator from Mary
land indicated, perhaps take a hard drink 
every now and then? · 

Too often when we speak about aid to 
agriculture we are talking about the type 
of farmer who needs help, but not more 
so than do others who happen also to be 
chained to the soil of the farm, to the 
good earth. 

There are other farmers who are· even 
more needy than they, if preference must 
be shown I would not take away a dime 
from the benefits which go to the farm
ers of this country. They deserve all the ! 

'benefits they receiv-e, and more. I want : 
to see the mandate of this Congress indi
cated to Mr. Leon Henderson and· to 
any.one else concerned. The protection 
which the Congress · has · intentionally 
·and designedly thrown around farmer-s 
in respect to what they are to receive for 
the. products of . their labo'r and their 
farms must not be taken away from tliem. 
· It seems to me that ·t.his group of our · 
cW.zens more than ·any .other should ap- : 
peal to the sympathy and understanding 1 

of Congress 'and the cou.ntry. Mr. Bald:. 
win assures me. iii . a lett.er which I -have I 

'On my desk. that the pa-rticular appro'- · 
priation has now' been.cut to such a point i 
U1at· only one-:half· the migratory-labor 1 

camps which are ~!ready constructed·:arid i 
·in existence can be operated· in the fiscal ! 
year for which ·this bill makes appropria:- 1 

-tions, whereas ·the Bureau: of the .J~udget i 
recommended that $105,000,0QO be ·made 1 

avP.ilable to these little farmers ·by the 1 

Reconstruction Finance Corporation· in i 

order that they may aid in the defense · 
effort, the prosecution of the war, .bY the 
production of food. That appropriation 
-has been cut to $50,000,000 by the com- 1 

mit tee. 
I do not know why the committee chose . 

to. ignore the recommendation of the 
Bureau of the Budget, accompanied by a 
letter from the President. I do not know 

what special knowledge it may have had 
which was not available to the Bureau of 
the Budget or to the President. Mind 
you, Mr. President, that request was a . 
supplemental request, evidently related 
to a need which the Bureau of the Budget 
and the President knew to exist. How
ever, I suppose it would avail nothing if 
I should offer an amendment to increase 
that amount, in the face of the action 
which the committee has taken. Such 
actiOn simply means a continuation of 
the poverty and lack vf opport:unity to 
which many of. our citizens have so long 
been accustomed. I sut;Jpose perhaps we 
·might remember with some comfort and 
consolation to them the lines which 
·Byron used in the Prisoner of Chill on: 

My very chains and I grew friends, 
So much a long communion tends 
To make us what we are--€ven I 
Regatn'd my freedom with a sigh. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it is 
now nearly 5 o'clock, and a number of 
Senators have left the Chamber with the 
understanding that probably there would 
not be a vote on the amendment today. 
I should like to ask the Senator :rom 
Georgia what his preference is in the 
matter. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
not prepared to insist .on a vote. How
ever, I point out that the attendance of 
Senators is amazingly large for this hour 
of the day. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; there is a rather 
good attendance. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not know when I 
have seen so many Senators present in 
the Senate at so late an hour. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the amendment 
were to be voted on this evening, and if 
a yea-and-nay vote were called for, 
which would probably be the case, it 
would be necessary to have a quorum 
call before the vote was taken. It is im-

·material to me whether the amendment 
is voted on tonight or to:qlorrow. I am 
ready to vote now. or tomorrow, whichever 
the Senator prefers. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Is the Senator advised 
·that the yeas anc;l nays wHI be requested 
on the amendment? · 

-· ~r·. BARKLEY~ The Senator , from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD] has indicated . that 
a record vote will be calfed for. · 
· Mr. RUSSELL. -In view· of that state:.. 
merit, .i think we· might as well .let it go 
_over ·until tomorrow ... , . 

Mr: JOHNSON of ·· Colorado. · ·Mr. 
·President, will .the Senator yield to·me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. , I yieid: . -
, : Mr .. JOHNSON of C(!lora4o. I sha~l ·!>~ 
·very- much · disappointed · if--the 'VOte -is 
!:r:!Q~tQol)~. · jn_as-il_:tl.lGh : ~s · I- - h~ve : alread~ _ · 

.. made arrangements to leave the city to;. 
.night. Of course: I know~that 'we caimo't 
. adJust matters· to -me.et· the·, corivE:miEmce 
of ·a sing.le ·senator, but i .should dislike 

·to lose a chance to cast my vote on· the 
questions presented in this .bill. 

·Mr. BARKLEY. Frankly, I. had hoped 
that we might vote -on the whole bill 
'today. · 

Mr. RUSSELL. -Mr. President, will 
the Senator.from Kentucky consider ask
·i:ng that a time· be fixed when we may. 
vote on the matter tomorrow? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am willing to vote 
on it as soon as we meet. 
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Mr. RUSSELL. I know that at least 

one Senator now in the Chamber wishes 
to speak on it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wonder if we can 
agree to vote on it not later than 1 o'clock 
tomorrow. Will that be satisfactory? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I had intended to 

discuss the subject matter involved in 
the Farm Security Administration con
troversy. I am perfectly willing to fore
go that privilege if it is desired to vote 
tonight; but if it is tQ go over until to
morrow I should much prefer that the 
time not be linlited, because it is always 
possible for one or two Senators to take 
up all the time. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection to 
having a vote tonight. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Then I suggest that 
we have a vote tonight. 

Mr. President, I make the point of no 
quorum. I think we may get a quorum 
and vote tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chavez 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Doxey 

Ellender 
Gerry 
Gla£s 
Green 
Gurney 
Hayden 
Hill 
Holman 
Hughes 
Johnwn, Colo. 
Kilgore 
LaFollette 
Lee 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
May bank 
Mead 
Millilcin 

Murdock 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Truman 
Tunnell 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty
three S~nators having answered. to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee on page 
85, line 2;>. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. . 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. TAFT. A parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will state it. 
Mr. TAFT. Is the vote on the com

mittee amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the committee 
am-=ndment on page 85, line 23. 

Mr. TAFT. To increase the appropri
ation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To in
crease the appropriation from $25,319,-
557 to $50,319,557. 

The yeas and nays having been order€d,
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Ieg:siative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BAR.KLEY (When Mr. CHANDLER's 
name was called) . · My colleague, the 
junior Senator · from Kentucky [Mr. 
CHANDLER]. is unavoidably absent. If 
present h would vote «yea." 

Mr. GLASS <when his name was 
called). I have a general pair With the 

Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE]. 
Being assured that if present he would 
vote as I intend to vote, I am at liberty 
to vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. HAYDEN <when his name w~s 
called). I have a pair with the Senator. 
from Idaho [Mr. THOMASJ. I am ad
vis€d that if present he would vote as I 
shall vote, and I am therefore at liberty 
to vote. I vc,te "yea." 

Mr. HILL <when his name was call€d). 
The senior S~nator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] had to leave the floor of the 
Senate a few minutes ago on an im
portant matter. I have a pair with the 
Senator from Maryland on this vote. If 
I were permitted to vote I should vote 
"yea." If the Senator from Maryland 
were present and voting he would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. McNARY <when the name of Mr. 
THOMA!: of Idaho was called). The Sen
ator from raaho [Mr. THOMAS] is absent. 
If present he would vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen

ator from South Dalwta [Mr. BuLow], 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CLARK], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GuF
FEY], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HER
RING], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. MALONEY]' the s~nator from· New 
Mexico [Mr. HATCH], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS J, 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. VAN 
NUYsJ the Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER], and the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. WALLGREN] are necessarily 
absent from the Senate. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
DowNEY] is detained on official business 
in his State. 

The Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE], and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS] are detained on 
business in Government departments. 

I am advised that if present and·voting, 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GuFFEY], the Senator from New Mexico 
[ML HATCH], the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS], the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. WAGNER], and 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
WALLGREN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BARBOUR] is absent because 
of illness. · 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is absent as a result of an 
injury and illness. He has a general pair 
with the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DAVIS] is absent on official business. He 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CHANDLER]. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LODGE], the .Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
THOMAS], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. SmPSTEAD], the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY], and the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. BuRTON] are nec-
essarily absent. . 

The d'mator from Kansas [Mr. REED] 
has ~ generai _pair with the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER]. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG] is detained on official busi
ness. 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 16, as follows: 

Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
.Bone 
Brewster 
Brown 
Bunker 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chavez 
Connally 

Brooks 
Butler 
Byr-d 
Clark, Mo. 
Gerry 
Glass 

YEAS-48 
Danaher 
Doxey 
Ellender 
Green 
Gurney 
Hayden 
Hughes 
Johnson, Colo. 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McNary 
May bank 
Mead 

NAYB-16 
Holman 
Kilgore 
McFarland 
McKellar 
Millikin 
Radcll1fe 

Murdock 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Smith 
Stewart 
Thomas, Okla. 
Truman 
Tunnell 
Wheeler 

Spencer 
Taft 
Wal!lh 
Willis 

NOT VOTING-32 
Barbour Hatch 
Bridges ·Herring 
Bulow Hill 
Burton Johnson, Calif. 
Chandler Lodge 
Clark. Idaho Maloney 
Davis Murray 
Downey Reed 
George Reynolds 
Gillette Shipstead 
Guffey Smathers 

Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Van Nuys 
Wagner 
Waligren 
White 
Wiley 

So the amendment of the committee 
was agreed to. 

Mr.· RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD immediately followil!g tlie 
vote on the amendment on page 85, line 
23, communications from the Railway 
Labor Executives' Association, from the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations, and 
from the National Federation of Grain 
Cooperatives, supporting the amendment 
which the Senate has just agreed to. 

There being no objection. the com
munications were ordered to be printed 
in the ~ECORD, as follows: 
RAILWAY LABOR ExECUTIVES' AsSOCIATION, 

Washington, D. C:, May '15, 1942. 
Hon. RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 

Chairman, Senate Committee 
on Agriculture, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEJ\.R SENATOR: In nur letter to you and all 
members of the committee, dated April 2, our 
association expressed its support in behalf 
of adequate appropriations for Farm Secu
rity Lidministration . 

We now commend y<.- u committee for its 
recommendations for an enlarged Farm Secu
rity Administration food-for-victory program. 
We hope that the Senate will adopt your rec
ommendations. We shall undoubtedly need 
maximum production of every farm family 
to meet our food and fiber needs in 1943. 

A vote against your recommendations, we 
feel, will be a vote favoring ration cards for 
many food products in 1943, and be a blow at 
our war production and efficiency. · 

Very slnc~rely yours, 
J. G. LUH&SEN, E:recutive Secretary. 

WASHIN~TON, .D. C., May 16, 1942. 
Hon. RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 

Senate Office Bu.ilding, 
Washington, D. C. 

May I reiterate the stand of the Congress 
of Industrial Organizations in support of 
more adequate assistance to the 2,700,000 
low-income farmers of the Nation, especially 
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through the essential aid given by Farm 
Security Administration. The Congress of 
Industrial Organizations supports the action 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee in 
increasing the food-for-victory program by 
1!)55,000,000 in loan authorization. This por
tion of President Roosevelt's request will 
promote the efficient use of human and land 
resources in 1943 and prevent the necessity 
for ration cards for meats and other foods. 
The Congress of Industrial Organizations 
commends your committee for restoring to 
the Agricultural Marketing Administration 
$44,500,000 which will allow expansion of 
the school-lunch program and continuation 
of the stamp plan, both of which are greatly 
needed. Although the committee has not 
seen fit to press for appropriations equal in 
adequacy to the provisions made for produc
tion of other war materials, such as planes, 
guns, and tanks. The committee is to be 
thanked for repulsing and rebuking those 
interests and spokesmen who would have 
used the war emergency to promote economic 
disfranchisement of working farmers. They 
are the same interests who have been de
feated in their attempts to handcuff labor. 
The Congress of Industrial Organizations 
urges the Senate to stand firm on the recom
menda~ions of your committee. 

JAMES B. CAREY, 
Secretary, Congress of industrial 

· Organizations. 

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 4, 1942. 
Senator RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 

410 Senate Office Building: 
Congratulations to you and your commit

tee for your statesmanlike decisions on farm
supply bill. Our organizations and I, as their 
legislative chairman, are standing 100 percent 
behind you and the committee's recommen
dations. We are rallying al~ possible support 
for you. Please stand firm on the record and 
we will have won half of the battle for food. 
The farmers of the Nation · will help you win 
the other half as the need arises. Our thanks 
to you for such leadership in ·time of world 
crisis. 

M. W. THATCHER, 
Legislative Chairman, National Farmers' 

Union; President, National Federa
tion of Grain Cooperatives. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
amendment, on page 87, line 5, in effect, 
is a part of the one just agreed to, provid
ing, as it does, a part of the loan fund, 
and I think we should vote on it now. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
amendment of the Committee on Appro
priations will be stated. 

The next amendment was, on page 87, 
line 5, after the word "exceed", to strike 
out "$70,000,000" and insert "$125,000,-
000." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to: 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 

will state the next amendment of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The next amendment was, on page 88, 
line 7, after the words "excess of", to 
strike out "$1,000" and insert "$2,500 .. " 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. RUSSELL. The only other com

mittee amendment left, involving as it 
does the disposition of surplus commodi
ties, could not possibly be .acted upon this 
afternoon. Therefore, I suggest to the 
Senator from Kentucky that it go over 
until tomorrow. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of exec
utive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. VAN NUYS, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Henry Grady Vien, of Illinois, to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district of 
Illinois, vice Arthur Roe, deceased. 

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Road.s: 

Sundry postmasters. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Austin S. Imirie, to be principal 
administrative officer in national head
quarters, Selective Service System. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Earl D. Krickbaum, of Pennsyl
vania, to be principal statistician in the 
Selective Service System. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

THE MARINE CORPS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Marine Corps. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nomi
nations in the Marine Corps be confirmed 
en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nominations in the Marine 
Corps are confirmed en bloc. 

That concludes the Executive Calendar. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the Presi

dent be notified of all nominations this 
day confirmed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, there re
cently occurred a vacancy through death 
in the office of the United States attorney 
for the Eastern District of Illinois. The 
President has nominated Henry Grady 
Vien, of Illlnois, to be United States at
torney for the eastern district of Illinois. 
That nomination has been approved by 
the Judiciary Committee of the United 
States Senate and was favorably re
ported from that committee earlier to
day. Under the rule of the Senate, that 
nomination must lie over for 24 hours. 
In view of the fact that the Federal grand 
jury for the eastern district of Illinois is 
in session .at this time, I ask that the 
nomination be considered and confirmed 
today notwithstanding the rule. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, has the 
nomination been reported favorably from 
the Judiciary Committee? 

Mr. LUCAS. Yes. I so stated, I will 
say to the Senator from Montana. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the nomination? The Chair hears none. 
The nomination will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Henry Grady Vien, of Illinois, to 
be United States attorney for the eastern 
district of Illinois. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. · 

Mr. LUCAS. I ask that the President 
be notified. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President will be notified. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen
ate resume the consideration of legisla
tive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 
INCREASED USE OF INLAND WATERWAYS 

, FOR TRANSPORTATION PURPOSES 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Con
ting-ent Expenses of the Senate. I report 
favorably, with an additional amend
ment, Senate Resolution 241, submitted 
by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] on April 30, 1942, and I ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution, 
which had been reported previously from 
the Committee on · Commerce, with an 
amendment on page 2, line 3, after the 
word "seventh", to strike out "and suc
ceeding Congresses," and to insert "Con
gress." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment of the Committee to 

Audit and Control the Contingent Ex
penses of .the Senate was, on page 2, line 
11, after the word "exceed" and the dol
lar sign, to insert "5,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution as amended was agreed 

to, as follows: 
Resolved, That the Committee on Com

merce, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized and directed to make a 
full and complete investigation and study 
o{ means by which the inland waterways of 
the United States may be more fully utilized, 
with a particul::r view toward providing for 
increasing the use of existing waterways for 
:the. transportation of petroleurr.. products and 
other articles and commodities. The com
mittee shall report to the Senate, at the 
earliest practicable date, the results of its 
investigation with such recommendations as 
it deems advisable. 

For the purposes of this resolution, the 
committee, or av•· july authorized subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized to hold such 
hearings, to ·sit r.nd act at such times and 
places during the sessions, recesses, and ad
journed periods of the Seventy-seventh Con
gress, .to employ such clerical and other assist
ants, to require by subpena or otherwise the 
attendance of such witnesses and the produc
tion of such correspondence, books, papers, 
and documents, to administer such oaths, to 
take such testimony, and to make such ex
penditures as it deems advisable. The cost of 
stenographic services to report such hearings 
shall not be in excess of 25 cents per hundred 
words. The expenses of the committee, 
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which shall not exceed $5,000, shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman of the 
committee. 

ASSISTANT CLE.:.~K. COMMITTEE ON PUB
LIC LANDS AND SURVEYS 

Mr. LUCAS. From the committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Ex-· 
penses of the Senate, I report favorably 
Senate Resolution 245, and ask unani
mous consent for its present considera
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there 
· objection? 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion, submitted by Mr. HATCH on May 12, 
1942, wa'S considered and agreed to, as 
:iollows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys is hereby authorized to 
employ, beginning June 1, 1942, "for the dura
tion of the Seventy-seventh Congress, an 
assistant clerk, to be paid from the contin
gent fund of .the Senate at the rate of $2,880 
per annum. 

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE PATRICK J. 
BOLAND 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following resolution (H. Res. 
483) from the House of Representatives, 
which was read: 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
UNITED STATES, 

May 18, 1942. 
Resolved, That the House has heard with 

profound sorrow of the death of Han. PATRICK 
J. BoLAND, a Representative from the State 
of Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That a committee ot 35 Mem
bers of the House, with such Members of 
the Senate as may be joined, be appointed 
to attend the funeral. 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House be authorized and directed to take 
such steps as may be necessary for carrying 
out the provision of these resolutions and 
that the necessary expenses in connection 
therewith be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the House. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate 
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit 
a copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of re
spect the House do now adjourn. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, for the 
Senators fro'm Pennsylvania [Mr. DAVIS 
and Mr. GUFFEY], I submit a resolution 
and ask unanimous consent for its imme
diate consideration. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion submitted by the Senator from Ken
tucky will be read. 

The resolution <S. Res. 252) w·as read, 
considered by unanimous consent, and 
unanimously agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow the announcement of the 
death of Hon. PATRICK J. BOLAND, late a Rep
resentative from the State of Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That a committee of two Sen
ators be appointed by the Vice President to 
join the committee appointed on the part of 
the House of Representatives to attend the 
funeral of the deceased Representative . 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Representa
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the 
family of the deceased. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
terms of the resolution, the Chair ap
points the Senators from Pennsylva1;1ia 
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[Mr. DAVIS and Mr. GUFFEY] the com
mittee on the part of the Senate. 

RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as a 
further mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased Representative, I move that 
the Senate take a recess until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The motion was unanimously agreed 
to; and (at 5 o'clock and 19 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until 
tomorrow, Tuesday, May 19, 1942, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate, May 18 (legislative day of May 
15)' 1942: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
William Langdon Sands, of Florida, to be a 

Foreign Service officer, unclassified, a vice 
consul of career, and a secretary in the Diplo
matic Service of the United States of Amer
ica. 

REviSTER OF THE LAND OFFICE 
Clarence W. Ogle, of Oregon, to be register 

of the Land Office at Lakeview, Oreg. (reap
pointment) . 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANT, CAVALRY, WITH RANK 

FROM DATE OF APPOINTMENT 
Second Lt. William Saye:s McCauley, Cav

;:tlry Reserve. 
APPOINTMENT BY TRANSFER IN THE REGULAR 

ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES 
TO ADJUTANT GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT 

Capt. Kenneth Earl Thiebaud, Infantry 
(temporary lieutenant colonel, Army of the 
United States), with rank from June 14, 1937. 

TO FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
First Lt: Oscar Rawles Bowyer, infantry 

(temporary major, Army of the United 
States, with rank from June 12, 1938. 

TO ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT 
First Lt. Severin Richard Beyma, Coast 

Artillery Corps (temporary major, Army of 
the United States), with rank from June 
12, 1937. 

First Lt. John Rigden Van Dickson, In
fantry (temporary major, Ar:ony of the United 
States), with rank from June 12, 1939. 

TO AIR CORPS 
Capt. Elwin Herklas Eddy, Field Artillery, 

with rank from June 11, 1941. 
First Lt. Benjamin Oliver Davis, Jr., In

fantry (temporary · captain, Army of the 
United States), with rank from June 12, 
1939. 

First Lt. Francis Carlton Truesdale, In
fantry (temporary captain, Army of the 
United Stat-es), with rank from July 3, 1940. 

Second Lt. Jack Curtright McClure, Jr., 
Field Artillery, with rank from June 11, 1941. 

Second Lt. Marshall Warren Carney, Coast 
Artillery Corps, with rank from June 11, 
1941. 

Second Lt. Curtis Fr~ncis Betts, Coast 
Artillery Corps, with rank from June 11, 
1941. 

Second Lt. Samuel Wilson Parks, Coast 
Artillery Corps, with rank from June 11, 
1941. 

Second Lt. Paul Allard Kirk, Field Artil
lery, with rank from July 1, 1941. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 

UNITED STATES 
TO BE COLONELS WITH RANK FROM MAY 1, 1942 

Lt. Col. Henry William Harms, Air Corps 
(temporary colonel, Air Corps; temporary 
colonel, Army of the United States). 

Lt. Col. John Earl Lewis, Field Artillery 
(temporary brigadier general, Army of the 
United States). 

Lt. Col. · Walton Harri's Walker, Infantry 
(temporary major general, Army of the 
United States). 

Lt. Col. Millard Fillmore Harmon, Air Corps 
(temporary colonel, Air Corps; temporary 
major general, Army of the United States). 

Lt. Col. John Duncan Kelly, Cavalry (tem
porary colonel, Army of the United States). 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 18 (legislative day of May 
15)' 1942: 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Henry Grady Vien to be United States at• 

torney for tl:ie eastern district of Illinois. 
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

Austin S. Imlrie to be a principal adminis
trative officer in national headquarters, Selec· 
tive Service System. (Compensation to be 
$5,600 per annum.) 

Earl D. Krickbaum to be a principal statis
tician in the Selective Service System. 
(Compensation to be $5,600 per annum.) 

PROMOTIONS IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The nominations of Philip H. Torrey et al. 

for promotion in the Marine Corps, which 
were referred to the committee on May 12, 
1942. . 

(NoTE.-A full list of the persons whose 
nominations for promotion in the Marine 
Corps were confirmed today may be found 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of May 12, 1942, 
under the caption "Nominations,'' beginning 
on p. 4093 .) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, MAY 18, 1942 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont

gomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, our Father, Thou who 
hearest prayer and knowest our need, 
open our hearts and minds, making us 
aware that the whole earth is ablaze with 
Thy glory. Thou dost shed light upon 
every path and dost reveal the majesty 
of every common task. Continue to raise 
our conceptions of righteousness and 
justice and hold us beneath their sway 
for the sake of humankind and with an 
abounding realization that human lib
erty is hard to get and easy to lose. 
Come, dear Lord, from whom the living 
waters flow, and course through our deeds 
and purposes and make them pure. 

Look Thou upon the afflicted ones who 
are stricken with grief and must take up 
their burdens again, finding strength 
and comfort in the blessed name of the 
Lord. Thou hast called unto Thyself, 
dear Father, one of our own; he loved his 
country, his church, and his Red:emer .. 
To his memory we give unstinted trib
utes of personal worth and appreciation. 
"Thy will be done" in the name of St. 
Mary's Holy Child. Vouchsafe unto all 
his loved ones the peace and rest wh!ch 
flow from Thy holy presence. · In the 
precious name of Jesus, our Saviour. 
Amen. 
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